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Despite millions of dollars invested in developing community-based tourism to 
diversify economies, reduce poverty and improve quality of life in the Caribbean, little is 
known about what conditions lead to resilience and sustainability of tourism dependent 
communities. Sustainability from a resilience theory perspective is the likelihood an 
existing system of resource use will persist indefinitely without a decline in the resource 
base or social welfare. Undertaking activities to enhance resilience and sustainability 
improves a systems‘ ability to persevere, adapt, and learn to meet challenges caused by 
unanticipated events such as stock market collapse, political upheaval, or natural disaster. 
This study used an integrated mixed-methods approach to investigate attitudes about 
community tourism development and the social, institutional, economic, and ecological 
resilience domains in six communities across Dominica. The study was broken into three 
main components. First, resident perceptions of social, ecological, governance, and 
economic resilience of their community was examined utilizing a new scale that was 
developed using steps promoted by DeVellis. Second, a community tourism-resilience 
index or scorecard was developed, which included resident attitudes toward the four 
resilience domains and four attributes of the local community including tourism 
amenities, attractions, access, and detractants. Third, a qualitative study was used to 
measure decision-making stakeholders‘ perspectives on both the need for community 
tourism development and activities that supported community resilience. Data indicated 
moderate to low resilience in all four domains across the six communities. This result 
suggests that these communities will need to invest in diversifying the tourism product, 
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enhancing business training, protecting natural capital, and developing capacity in local 
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The Caribbean is recognized as a premier vacation destination and one of the best 
regions for leisure and tourism on the planet (Duval, 2004). This reputation is heavily 
related to the sun, sea, and sand images, known as ‗3S‘ tourism (Jayawardena et al., 
2007). While other parts of the world are invested and dependent on tourism, in the 
Caribbean the lack of other industries makes this region four times more dependent on 
tourism income than any other place on Earth (King et al., 2000). The only other 
significant industry in many of these Caribbean micro-nations is agriculture. However, a 
decline in global agricultural exports, particularly bananas, has negatively impacted the 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of many island nations (Duval 2004). In response, many 
countries have invested heavily in marketing and growing the tourism industry.  
The Commonwealth of Dominica, marketed as the ‗Nature Island of the 
Caribbean‘, is rich in natural beauty with its rugged landscape, 365 rivers, and tropical 
flora and fauna (Christian, 1996; Weaver, 1993, 2003). Over the last ten years the 
Dominican government has acted to diversify its tourism market and expand the 
country‘s appeal as a cruise ship destination into small-scale niche tourism, such as 
ecotourism, that more fully takes advantage of the island‘s natural resources. This move 
would likely improve economic and ecological sustainability (Choi & Sirakaya, 2006; 
Hawkins, 2004; Johnston & Tyrrell, 2005) but Dominica has had great difficulty 
increasing the stay-over tourism market and only attracts around 25,000 international 
overnight visitors per year (GCD, 2006). Conversely, the island perennially finds itself 
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visited by as many as 500,000 cruise ship visitors who contribute an inconsequential 12% 
of tourism expenditures; the other 88% comes from the stay-over tourists (GCD, 2006).  
Until recently, Dominica relied on ties to the United Kingdom and a single-
market agricultural export program for a large proportion of its Gross Domestic Product. 
Dominica, which has never had a suitable landscape for sugarcane, has instead relied on 
bananas. Bananas, known colloquially as ―green-gold‖, were first established in 
Dominica in the 1950s (Payne, 2006). During the early 1990s the banana industry 
employed about one-third of the Dominican workforce and banana exports to the United 
Kingdom represented nearly one-half of the country‘s trade earnings (Slinger, 2002).  By 
1992 exports represented 20.1% of total export of goods and 48.0% of nonfactor services 
(Payne, 2006). However, Dominica was severely limited as a competitor in the global 
market because of cheaper producers in South America (Payne, 2006). Ultimately, this 
single-crop dependency became a major economic downfall for Dominica.   
In 1993, the European Union‘s preferential treatment of Caribbean banana 
producers was challenged by U.S. and South American multinational corporations 
involved in the banana business (Payne, 2006). This led to World Trade Organization 
(WTO) interventions, side-deals, and concessions in this so called ―banana trade war‖. 
The banana producers throughout the Caribbean were ultimately marginalized and the 
banana industry was crippled. In Dominica, the size of banana exports fell from 56,000 
tons (valued at approximately US$24 million) in 1993 to about 19,000 tons in (valued at 
approximately US$8 million) in 2001 (Slinger, 2002).   
 This striking downturn had consequential impacts upon the economy of 
Dominica. By 2003, the government of Dominica had petitioned the International 
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Monetary Fund (IMF) for assistance. That year the country received a three-year credit of 
about US$11.4 million under the fund‘s Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility (PRGF), 
which is allocated to low-income countries (Payne, 2006). This stimulus money helped 
the economy to stabilize to a degree and economic performance began to improve, 
although the economy was in such poor shape that improvements were inevitable as the 
economy could not drop much lower.  
 Economies throughout the Caribbean, as indexed by the Eastern Caribbean 
Currency Union (ECCU), began to grow following the losses of banana revenue and by 
2006 real GDP growth in the region reached over 6% (IMF, 2007a). This was the highest 
growth in more than 15 years spurred in part by the expansion of tourism capacities 
(IMF, 2007a). During this time period (2006) Dominica‘s economy grew by four percent, 
the strongest growth in nearly 20 years, due to the success of both the tourism and 
construction industries (IMF, 2007b).  However, this spurt of good fortune was to be 
short-lived.   
 In August 2007, the island was struck by Hurricane Dean, whose damage was 
estimated at almost 20% of the country‘s GDP (IMF, 2008a). Economic forecasts of three 
percent growth in 2007 decelerated to around one percent and loss to export earnings for 
2007 and 2008 were then projected at around 4% of GDP (IMF, 2008a).  Those seeking 
to gain from misfortune created short-term price hikes in food and fuel prices, which 
increased the inflation rate to 5.5% in 2007 and further deteriorated the economy (IMF, 
2008b).  
 The economic environment in Dominica did not improve in 2008. The real 
growth of GDP fell to about 2.5% because of slowdowns in construction and tourism. 
4 
 
Inflation also grew in the first three quarters of 2008 but decreased again towards the end 
of the year because of global recession (IMF, 2009). Due to this sluggish economy, the 
government of Dominica turned to the IMF again. 
 In July of 2009, the IMF approved a disbursement of about US$5.1million 
through the Exogenous Shocks Facility (ESF) (IMF, 2009a). The large-scale 
infrastructure damage from Hurricanes Dean and Omar in 2007 and 2008, the loss of 
tourism earnings, and sharp drops in Foreign Direct Investments (FDI) and remittances 
all contributed to strong deterioration of Dominica‘s economic status. Further, the global 
economic downturn and accompanying disorder in international financial markets were 
wreaking havoc on Dominica‘s economic viability. Forecasts indicated a sharp turn down 
in tourism receipts for the first four months of 2009 and tourist arrivals were expected to 
drop by 15% in 2009 (IMF, 2009b). Also, discounted hotel room rates and lower visitor 
spending rates were expected to incur losses in tourism receipts of about US$18million, 
which would account for 3.6% of GDP (IMF, 2009b). Slower economic growth in the 
U.S. and in Europe was indicated as the major contributor to these losses (IMF, 2009b). 
 Growth in real GDP for 2009 was projected to decelerate to 1%, reflective of 
large declines in stay-over tourism, but was projected to recover to 2% in 2010 as part of 
the anticipated global economic upswing (IMF, 2009b). Part of the slow growth in 2009 
was the drop in tourist arrivals, which declined by 14% in the first four months of 2009 
(IMF, 2009b). The impacts of the hurricanes and the global recession were striking. In 
2006, the tourism receipts realized in Dominica hit a high of US$68.4million, 
representing 21.6% of GDP (IMF, 2009b). By 2009, those same receipts dropped to 
US$46.6million, a decline to 12.4% of GDP.  Dominica was not alone in this loss of 
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tourism revenue. For example, the international spending in the United States fell by 
nearly $10 billion from March 2008 to March 2009 (UNWTO-TRC, 2009).  
The Dominican economy is the most challenging in the Eastern Caribbean States 
(US Dept of State, 2010).  The European Union has ceded large grants to the island‘s 
government to try to strengthen and diversify Dominica‘s tourism market, particularly by 
attempting to bridge the established agricultural sector with the developing service-based 
tourism industry. These two large funding strategies were known as the Ecotourism 
Development Program (ETDP), financed for 6.5 million Euros and ran from 2003-2006 
and its follow-up funding effort, the Tourism Sector Development Program (TSDP). The 
TSDP was financed in the amount of 2.7 million Euros, began in 2008 and was ongoing 
at the time of this study. There were three main components of the TSDP, which included 
technical advisory services, destination marketing, and rural community tourism 
development. Six communities in Dominica received funding for rural community 
tourism development and were the focus of this study; each of the communities will be 
discussed in detail later in this document. The rural tourism development portion of the 
program was intended to run from June 2008 to June 2009 (GCD, 2011). However, at the 
time of this study in 2010 some components of the community development projects 
were still ongoing. 
Problem Statement 
Despite millions of dollars invested in developing community-based tourism to 
diversify economies and reduce poverty across the Caribbean and in Dominica, little is 
known about what conditions lead to sustainable and resilient communities and 
economies. So, what are the conditions needed to build and enhance the resilience and 
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sustainability of community tourism in small island nations? To investigate this broad 
question, I investigated six communities on the island of Dominica that received varying 
levels of investment from the EU to develop community-based tourism.  Specifically, I 
investigated the following three broad and interrelated research questions: 
Research Questions 
In the context of EU investment into the development of community based 
tourism in Dominica, I first investigated ―what are the resident perceptions of social, 
institutional, economic, and ecological resiliencies?‖ Also of interest was how these 
attitudes and beliefs compared across the six communities. The second research question 
was ―what are the levels of tourism investment and attractiveness of the tourism 
commodities in the communities‖ and ―how do these intersect with resident perceptions 
of the four domains of resilience?‖ Further, ―how does all of this compare across 
communities?‖ To further understand the context of the six communities, the third 
research question was based on the views of decision-making stakeholders and asked 
―what are the avenues of success and critical barriers for resilient and sustainable 
community tourism development?‖    
Theoretical Framework 
Anthropogenic induced crises and natural disasters have the capacity to impact 
any human community type from the local to the global in unforeseen ways. 
Understanding that unexpected shocks can destabilize any type of system, from 
economic, to political, to tourism, a great deal of effort has been made to understand, 
maintain, and enhance the resilience of these systems so that they may be able to buffer 
these acute and chronic changes that are acting upon them. Resilience is the ability of a 
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system to absorb disturbance and to learn and adapt in times of turmoil in order to grow 
and become more dynamic (Holling, 1973; 1996).  Sustainable development is defined in 
two parts. Sustainability is the ability to create and maintain adaptive capability, while 
development is the process of creating, testing and maintaining opportunity (Resilience 
Alliance, 2007). The combined strength of adaptability and innovation increase a 
system‘s general capacities to absorb internal (e.g. social inequality, political turmoil) and 
external (e.g. global economic shifts, hurricanes) perturbations. 
Conceptualization of systems in this manner is known as resilience thinking. The 
increasing realization that tourism systems work in dynamic fashions makes this type of 
theory important in application. Tourism systems work in vibrant and complex manners, 
often following non-linear trajectories that elude any kind of traditional forecasting 
(Baggio, 2008). Recent applied research on tourism industry dynamics following 
disturbances, such as retention of hospitality jobs (Sydnor-Bousso et al., 2011) and 
vulnerability of commercial tourism enterprises (Biggs, 2011), has broadened the 
understanding of tourism‘s susceptibility to change. A wholesale industry shift in mindset 
towards tourism sustainability should include reinvestment of tourism profits that, while 
fostering competition also support equity (Adger, 2006), prevent greed (Walker & Salt, 
2006), promote self-organizing behaviors (Olsson et al., 2004) and concurrently protect 
the environment, while being mindful that shocks can cause a change in the system 
(Casagrandi & Rinaldi, 2002). 
In order to operationalize these theoretical concepts the four domains of social, 
institutional, economic, and ecological resilience were deconstructed into measurable 
variables based on an extensive review of the literature. These variables included social 
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trust, social networks, learning, equity, sharing, institutional flexibility, self-organization, 
local control, power sharing, economic diversity, livelihoods, economic leakage, 
economic stability/growth, naturalness, infrastructure development, and biodiversity. 
These underlying variables to resilience dynamics were incorporated into both 
quantitative and qualitative measurement instruments to infer the levels of resilience 
within and across all six studied communities and by extension the likelihood of the 
sustainability of their tourism commodities.  
Structure of the Document 
 The remainder of this dissertation is comprised of four chapters, one chapter for 
each of the three research questions, a conclusion and synthesis chapter, followed by 
appendices and references. Chapter Two answers the first question, which was ―what are 
the resident perceptions of social, institutional, economic, and ecological resiliencies?‖ 
and how do they compare across the six communities? Specific research foci, methods, 
results and discussion will all be presented. The survey instrument for this chapter will be 
found in Appendix 1.  
 Chapter Three addresses the second research question, which was ―what are the 
levels of tourism investment and attractiveness of the tourism commodities in the 
communities‖ and ―how do these intersect with resident perceptions of the four domains 
of resilience?‖ Further, ―how does all of this compare across communities?‖  
Chapter Four explains the third research question, which asked ―what are the 
avenues of success and the critical barriers for successful sustainable community tourism 
development and the enhancement of resilience?‖ This was a qualitative inquiry and the 
survey instrument that was used during every interview is in Appendix 2.  
9 
 
Chapter Five is a discussion and integration of the results from the full research 
project and broader theoretical and management implications are provided. Limitations 



















Relating Resident Perceptions of Social-Ecological Resilience to the Sustainability of 
Community-Based tourism Development in the Commonwealth of Dominica 
 
Introduction 
 The Caribbean is one of the most popular vacation destinations in the world 
(Duval, 2004). Much of this is related to the ‗3 S‘ factors of these islands, sun, sea, and 
sand (Jayawardena et al., 2007), and the lack of other industry (King et al., 2000). 
Because of the success of tourism, the Caribbean is four times more dependent on 
tourism income than any other part of the world (King et al., 2000). This dependency is 
due, in part, to a decline in agricultural exports valuable to the GDP of many island 
nations (Duval 2004). The growth of tourism in the region has been a buffer to those 
losses. For example, economies throughout the Caribbean began to grow following the 
losses of banana revenue in the 1990s and by 2006 real GDP growth in the region 
reached over six percent (IMF, 2007a). This was the highest growth in more than 15 
years spurred in part by the expansion of tourism capacities (IMF, 2007b).  
 Despite this growth and the millions of dollars invested in developing 
community-based tourism to diversify economies, reduce poverty and improve quality of 
life in the Caribbean, little is known about what conditions lead to sustainable and 
resilient communities and economies. So, what are the conditions needed to build and 
enhance the resilience and sustainability of community tourism in small island nations? 
To investigate the research question, resident perceptions of social, ecological, 
institutional (governance), and economic resilience of their community was examined 
utilizing a new scale that was developed using steps promoted by DeVellis (2003). This 
made it possible to infer the levels of resilience and sustainability found in these 
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communities and relate them to tourism development. Specifically to this research, 
sustainability from a resilience theory perspective is ‗the likelihood an existing system of 
resource use will persist indefinitely without a decline in the resource base or in the social 
welfare of others‘ (Walker & Salt, 2006, p.165). The coupled strength of enhanced 
resilience and sustainability should improve a systems‘ ability to persevere, adapt, and 
learn to meet challenges caused by unanticipated events such as stock market collapse, 
political upheaval, or acts of terrorism. 
In the Commonwealth of Dominica, international aid agencies and non-
governmental organizations have sought to strengthen their tourism market. The six 
communities investigated were the first to receive funding for community tourism 
development under the European Union Special Framework of Assistance and became 
part of the Tourism Sector Development Programme, a development project that will be 
explained further later in this paper.  This assistance has attempted to improve the 
competitiveness of the tourism sector by building linkages between tourism and the 
agricultural and rural sectors, while focusing on tourism niche marketing and community 
tourism (GCD, 2011).   
It is thought for these projects to be successful in the long run these efforts must 
seek to enhance communities‘ resilience and sustainability. This means that projects must 
not only focus on developing the tourism product and market, but also protect the natural 
capital of the country, enhance social capacity so that locals can participate in this new 
economy, and support adaptive social networks and flexible, participatory governance. 
These factors in combination should be in place so that investment and aid efforts will 
bolster community tourism development and provide a sustainable and resilient future for 
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Dominica. In the context of European Union (EU) investment into the development of 
community based tourism in Dominica, the resident perceptions of social, institutional, 
economic, and ecological resiliencies were examined. Also of interest was how these 
attitudes and beliefs compared across the six communities. 
The Dominica Context—Examples of Disturbance 
Dominica began to develop its tourism industry after most other Caribbean 
countries. Dominica has a rugged landscape dissimilar to other Caribbean islands, which 
has made it less attractive as a ―mainstream‖ tourist destination (Allen & Lines, 2001). 
Further, Dominica has never had a suitable landscape for sugarcane, the traditional 
Caribbean agricultural product. Instead they have relied on bananas. Bananas, known 
colloquially as ―green-gold‖, were first established in Dominica in the 1950s (Payne, 
2006). During the early 1990s the banana industry employed about one-third of the 
Dominican workforce and banana exports to the United Kingdom represented nearly one-
half of the country‘s trade earnings (Slinger, 2002).  However, Dominica was severely 
limited as a competitor in the global market because of cheaper production from 
producers in South America (Payne, 2006).  
In 1993, the European Union‘s preferential treatment of Caribbean banana 
producers came under attack by U.S. and South American multinational corporations 
involved in the banana business (Payne, 2006). This led to WTO interventions, side-
deals, and concessions in this so called ―banana trade war‖. In Dominica, the size of 
banana exports fell from around 56,000 tons (valued at approximately US$24 million) in 
1993 to about 19,000 tons in (valued at approximately US$8 million) in 2001 (Slinger, 
2002).   
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 Economies throughout the Caribbean began to recover following the losses of 
banana revenue and by 2006 real GDP growth in the region reached over 6% percent 
(IMF, 2007a). This was the highest growth in more than 15 years spurred in part by the 
expansion of tourism capacities (IMF, 2007a). During this time period (2006) Dominica‘s 
economy grew by 4 percent, the strongest growth in nearly 20 years, due to support from 
both the tourism and construction industries (IMF, 2007b).  However, this spurt of good 
fortune was to be short-lived.   
 In August 2007, the island was struck by Hurricane Dean, whose damage was 
estimated at almost 20 percent of the country‘s GDP (IMF, 2008a). Those seeking to gain 
from misfortune created an artificial inflation hike of 5 ½ percent in 2007, due to short-
term price hikes in food and fuel prices, further deteriorating the economy (IMF, 2008b). 
The economic environment in Dominica did not improve in 2008. The real growth of 
GDP fell to about 2 ½ percent because of the global recession, which led to slowdowns in 
construction and tourism (IMF, 2009a).   
The large-scale infrastructure damage from Hurricanes Dean and Omar in 2007 
and 2008, the loss of tourism earnings, and sharp drops in Foreign Direct Investments 
(FDI) and remittances all contributed to strong deterioration of Dominica‘s economic 
status. Part of the slow growth in 2009 was the drop in tourist arrivals, which declined by 
14 percent in the first four months of 2009 (IMF, 2009b). In 2006, the tourism receipts 
realized in Dominica hit a high of US$68.4million, representing 21.6 percent of GDP 
(IMF, 2009b). By 2009, those same receipts dropped to US$46.6million, a decline to 12.4 




Recent Tourism Development in Dominica 
In 2002, the GCD and the EU embarked on a program called the ‗Ecotourism 
Development Programme‘ (ETDP). The focus of this project was a sustainable tourism 
development strategy to assist in the diversification of the nation‘s economy. Funding 
came from the EU‘s 8
th
 European Development Fund (EDF) in the amount of 6.5 million 
Euros, 92% of which was allocated to the ETDP (European Commission, 2002). In 2004, 
the Community Tourism sub-component of the ETDP granted funds to 13 community 
groups under the EU‘s 9
th
 EDF. The entire ETDP project took place between 2003 and 
2006, and was divided into five main components: institutional strengthening, human 
resource development, destination marketing, eco-tourism product development, and 
community tourism development (TII, 2008).  
 The Tourism Sector Development Program (TSDP) was a two year program 
intended to build on the results achieved by the ETDP. The TSDP was financed under the 
European Union‘s Special Framework of Assistance (SFA) 2006 in the amount of 2.7 
million Euros. The SFA is a multi-year EU investment program in African, Pacific, and 
Caribbean (ACP) countries designed to assist these states in the diversification of their 
industries following the loss of banana exports (Europa, 2010).  Each community created 
an elected Tourism Development Committee to act as the local management team for 
community tourism development. There were three main components of the TSDP, 
which included technical advisory services, destination marketing, and rural tourism 
development. The rural tourism development portion of the program was intended to run 
from June 2008 to June 2009 (GCD, 2011). However, at the time of this study in 2010 
some components of the community development projects were still ongoing. 
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Theoretical Framework of Resilience and Sustainability 
War, economic collapse, and natural disasters can all lead to devastating and 
unforeseen consequences within any unprepared group of people, organization, nation, or 
global entity. These unexpected, yet inevitable, disturbances have widespread affects on 
governments, communities and individuals across local, regional, national, and 
international scales.  However, some systems, social or ecological, have ingrained 
resilience to buffer these sudden disturbances. Resilience is the ability of a system to 
absorb disturbance and to learn and adapt in times of turmoil in order to grow and 
become more dynamic (Holling, 1973; 1996). Often paired with resilience is the concept 
of sustainability; a buzzword with a variety of definitional nuances. From a resilience 
standpoint sustainability is the ability to create, test and maintain adaptive capability, 
while development is the process of creating, testing and maintaining opportunity 
(Holling et al., 2002).  
International goals and standards for sustainable development have been 
developed by the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development (UNCSD, 
1996). They cross an extensive collection of themes and subthemes found within four 




Figure 2.1. The four components to a unified conceptualization of sustainable 
development (Powell, et al., 2009).  
 
It is both the interconnected and independent natures of all four of these areas that 
need to be addressed to achieve sustainable development. Leiserowitz, Kates, & Parris 
(2006) indicated that on a global scale and in a broad context that environmental 
protection and development were the key values of sustainable development.  
 Many authors have noted, (e.g. Baggio, 2008; Butler, 2009; Farrell & Twining-
Ward, 2004; McKercher 1999; Wall, 1997) traditional tourism approaches are overly 
linear in conceptualization, ignore the interconnectedness of systems, and fail to analyze 
sustainable tourism from integrated social and natural perspectives. There have been 
some inroads into the study of the complexity of tourism systems but research is largely 
heuristic and qualitative in nature (e.g. Cochrane, 2010; Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005; 
Milne & Ateljevic, 2001; Prideaux et al., 2003; Zahra & Ryan, 2007). Thus, of interest in 
this study are the existence of and the hypothesized intertwined domains of resilient 
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sustainability (namely social, governance, economic, and ecological) within the studied 
communities and how these domains may or may not bolster community resilience to 
uncertainty and unpredictable perturbations in the tourism system.   
Theoretically, resilience is composed of four factors: social, governance, 
economic, and ecological (Figure 2.2). Social resilience stems from factors such as social 
trust, which is related to membership of a community (Adger, 2003; Pelling & High, 
2005); social networks, the interpersonal relationships where individuals are nodes of the 
network (Donoghue & Sturtevant, 2007; Olsson et al., 2006); social learning, an 
accumulation of knowledge within a social network through communal activities such as 
dialogue, imitation, and conflict resolution (Cundhill, et al. 2005; Olsson, 2003; Schusler 
et al., 2003); social equity, an equal opportunity in shared resources and access (Adger, 
2000; Marshall, 2007); and knowledge sharing, an exchange of known information which 
may lead to trust building (Berkes, 2009; Trosper, 2002). Institutional resilience 
(governance) depends on factors such as flexibility, which is a governance structure that 
allows for learning and adaptive management for change (Folke et al., 2005; Gunderson 
& Light, 2006; Olsson et al. 2006); self-organization, or local organizing behavior 
supported by legislation, funding, networks, and collaborative learning (Baggio, 2008; 
Carpenter et al., 2001; Olsson et al. 2004); local control, a community capacity building 
mechanism whereby locals have power over resources (Garrod, 2003; Harris et al., 2000; 
Mitchell & Reid, 2001); and power sharing, which is joint decision making between local 
and national and community/user groups (Berkes, 2009; Plummer & Armitage, 2007; 




Figure 2.2. The proposed hypothetical model of sustainability domain relationships to 
resilient community tourism. 
 
Economic resilience is built upon diversity, which is having a variety and range of 
economic opportunities to access revenue streams (Adger, 2000; Holling, 2001); 
alternative livelihoods, or ecologically sustainable livelihoods that lead to non-
consumptive behaviors (Lebel et al., 2006; Plummer & Armitage, 2007; Salafsky & 
Wollenburg, 2000); prevention of ‗leakage‘, which is the loss of income to external 
operators and entities (Choi & Sirakaya, 2006; Holling, 2001; Salafsky et al., 2001); and 
economic growth or stability in revenue streams with retention of locally controlled 
development (Adger, 2000; Butler, 2009; Tallis et al., 2008).  
Table 2.1  
 
Four sustainability domains as defined by measures of resilience 
Domain Measure Definition References 
Social    
 Trust Community level component 
of social capital. Related to 
kinship and membership of a 
community. 






Four sustainability domains as defined by measures of resilience, continued 
Domain Measure Definition References 
 
 Networks Interpersonal relationships 
where individuals are the nodes 
of the networks. 
Donoghue & 
Sturtevant, 2007; 
Goodchild et al., 2000; 
Olsson et al., 2006   
 Learning Accumulation of knowledge 
within a network through 
communal activities such as 
dialogue, imitation and conflict 
resolution. 
Cundhill, et al., 2005; 
Olsson, 2003; Schusler 
et al., 2003 
 Equity Equal opportunity in shared 
resource use and access. 
Adger, 2000; Berkes & 




Exchange of known 





Governance    
 Flexibility Governance structure that 
allows for learning and 
adaptive management for 
change. 
Folke et al., 2005; 
Gunderson & Light, 




Local organizing behavior 
supported by legislation, 
funding, networks, and 
collaborative learning. 
Baggio, 2008; 
Carpenter et al., 2001; 
Olsson et al. 2004 
 Local control A community capacity building 
mechanism whereby locals 
have power over resources. 
Garrod, 2003; Harris et 
al., 2000; Mitchell & 
Reid, 2001 
 Power sharing Joint decision making between 
local and national and 
community/user groups. 
Berkes, 2009; Plummer 
& Armitage, 2007; 
Plummer & 
FitzGibbon, 2004 
Economic    
 Diversity Having a variety and range of 
economic opportunities to 
access revenue streams. 
Adger, 2000; Holling, 





livelihoods that lead to non-
consumptive behaviors.  
Lebel et al., 2006; 
Plummer & Armitage, 




Loss of income to external 
operators and entities. 
Choi &Sirakaya, 2006; 
Holling, 2001; Salafsky 




Four sustainability domains as defined by measures of resilience, continued 




An increase in revenue streams 
with retention of local 
controlled development. 
Adger, 2000; Butler, 
2009; Tallis et al., 2008 
Ecological    
 Naturalness A minimum of influence by 
human activities on the 
landscape. 
Christensen et al., 
1996; Ode et al., 2009 
 Infrastructure 
development 
A human influence on the 
landscape through built 
environments. 
Boers & Cottrell, 2007; 
Donoghue & 
Sturtevant, 2007 
 Diversity Variety and variability of 
organisms in a natural 
environment 




The fourth resilience domain is ecological resilience which has its foundations in 
naturalness, which is a minimum of influence by human activities on the landscape 
(Christensen et al., 1996; Ode et al., 2009); controlled infrastructure development, which 
is dependent on a non-deleterious human influence on the landscape through built 
environments (Boers & Cottrell, 2007; Donoghue & Sturtevant, 2007), and maintenance 
of biological diversity, or the variety and variability of organisms in a natural 
environment (Alessa, et al., 2008; Folke, 2006; Gunderson, 2000).  
The four domains of sustainability as described by resilience theory (social, 
governance, economic, and ecological) were the foundations for the measures linked to 
the resilience of community tourism. Each of the four sustainability domains was 
measured by items specific to resilience theory. These domains and their defined 







Dominica is an island in the Eastern Caribbean between the French islands of 
Guadeloupe to the North and Martinique to the South in an archipelago known as the 
Lesser Antilles (Figure 2.3). While the official language is English many Dominicans 
also speak French Patois, known locally as ―Kweyol‖. The country of about 70,000 
inhabitants gained its independence from UK in 1978 and retains the only remaining 
Carib people in the world, who occupy an autonomous community called the Carib 
Territory in the north-east of island (Honychurch, 1984). Dominica is about 751 square 
kilometers, is crossed by 365 rivers, and 75% of the land is closed intact tropic al forest, 
with over 10,000mm of rain per year (Weaver, 2003). The landscape is extremely rugged, 
highly mountainous, and very volcanic. This rough topography prevents Dominica from 
marketing the traditional ‗3S‘—sand, sea, sun tourism of other popular Caribbean 
destination. However, the naturalness of the island makes it advantageous for ecotourism 




Figure 2.3. Geographic location of the Commonwealth of Dominica. Countries of the 
Caribbean and Latin America are dark grey for ease of orientation. 
 
Selection of Study Sites 
At the time of this study there were six communities in the TSDP. Each 
community received EU financial investments in infrastructure development, human 
resources, and tourism marketing (Table 2.2). Under the Rural Tourism Development 
Component of the TSDP, each community had members of the Tourism Development 
Committees receive training in marketing, human resources development, project writing, 
customer service, e-commerce, and ethics. A tourism website, the Community Tourism 
Portal (www.communitytourism.dm), was developed and includes links to all the 
communities of the TSDP detailing the histories, attractions, services, and contact 
information for each. A brochure was also developed for each community to provide 
information on products and services offered. A modern visitor and reception center, 
which acts as a community tourism focal point for visiting tourists. These centers not 
23 
 
only provided outlets for information but also vending opportunities for local goods and 
services. 
Table 2.2  
 
European Union Tourism Sector Development Programme investments in tourism 






Giraudel Layou  Mero Portsmouth 
Visitor center 275,000 275,000 75,000* 400,000 97,000* 1,200,000 
Marketing 52,000 52,000 52,000 52,000 52,000 52,000 
Human 
Resources 
37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 37,000 
Total 364,000 364,000 164,000 489,000 186,000 1,289,000 
* Giraudel and Mero received funding for their visitor centers under the EU ETDP grant 
 The six communities (Table 2.3) were chosen for this study because the TSDP 
was the follow-up program to the ETDP. The communities have not been widely studied, 
the communities offer a range of tourism products, and each community tourism program 























Tourism characteristics of six communities receiving EU funding under the Tourism 
Sector Development Programme (CTD, 2011) 
Community Tourism Development 
Committee (TDC) 
Year  TDC 
established 
Tourism products 
Portsmouth Portsmouth Community 
Tourism Association 
2006 River tours   
    
Mero Mero Enhancement 
Committee 
2006 Beach & waterfall 
tours 
    
Layou Layou Improvement 
Committee 
2007 River & lake tours 
    
Giraudel Giraudel Eggleston Flower 
Growers, Inc 
2006 Creole cooking & 
garden tours 




Bellevue Chopin Organic 
Farmers Group 
2004 Organic farm tours 
Wotten 
Waven 
Wotten Waven Development 
Committee 
2008 Natural spa & hot 
pool tours 
 
The locations of the six villages range from the South-Southeast corner of the 
island near Roseau, up the eastern side of the island, ending in the Northeast corner of the 
island with the town of Portsmouth. The villages of Wotten Waven, Bellevue Chopin, 
and Giraudel-Eggleston are all within close proximity to the capital, Roseau. Mero and 
Layou are about a 30 minute drive north of Roseau and are hamlets of the village of Saint 
Joseph. Portsmouth was the northernmost studied community and is the second largest 
town in the country. 
Scale Development 
 To understand if the components for resilience, and thereby sustainability, were in 
place a semi-structured questionnaire was utilized to survey residents within the six 
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communities under study. A scale was developed for the survey instrument to capture 
resident perceptions of the four domains of resilience. Resilience surrogates, measurable 
attributes of a system that are related to the resilience of the system, were derived directly 
from theory for use in this assessment. The indicators of resilience that were included in 
the scale focused on social, institutional, economic, and ecological resilience domains 
and sub-components of each domain (Table 2.1). An eight-step scale development 
process was used following DeVellis (2003). The scale was anchored with a 7-point 
Likert type scale ranging from 1 = ‗strongly disagree‘ to 7= ‗strongly agree‘ with 4 = 
‗agree and disagree equally‘. The scale was then pilot tested and refined following 
analysis recommendations by DeVellis. Following this process a final survey instrument 
was drafted and beta tested with (N = 6) Dominican respondents when the researcher 
arrived to the island. Minor changes were made based on cognitive understanding, 
cultural appropriateness, and respondent fatigue. The final survey instrument held 36 
resilience items: Social resilience = 10 items; Institutional resilience = 10 items; 
Economic resilience = nine items; Ecological resilience = seven items; as well as six 
items about general tourism support and 12 demographic items.  
Sampling 
Data collection occurred in the villages May and June 2010 over 30-sampling 
days. Face-to-face interviews were utilized for ease of delivery and consistency in 
sampling. This alleviated potential issues with literacy and familiarity with survey 
procedures. Systematic random sampling (e.g. every third house, crossing street every 
time) was to be utilized. However, after arriving this was found to be unfeasible. The 
communities were arranged in a very haphazard manner as no formal land survey existed 
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so there remains no cadastral demarcation (GCD, 2006). Further, it was considered 
impolite to come onto someone‘s property or knock on a door.  Therefore, sampling as 
adapted in two manners, whereby every community member had an equal chance of 
being selected. First, transects were walked along the main road or roads in a village. On 
alternating days the researcher would choose an end of the road at the edge of a village 
and begin walking into the village. The first person encountered would be approached 
and invited to participate. After this, the next person encountered would be invited to 
participate. The second method was to identify areas of concentration in the village, such 
as a store or bus stop. The research would remain at this location for the day. As before, 
the first person encountered was invited to participate and after that each next person 
encountered was invited to participate. Similar sampling methods have yielded good 
results previously in the Caribbean under similar circumstances (Nicholas et al., 2009). 
An effort was made to alternately interview respondents switching between male and 
female each time. All respondents were 18 years of age or older. Of the 3024 residents in 
the villages, 213 were interviewed with a 99% response rate. 
Results 
Demographics 
The six communities had a residential population of 3024 people, where 1556 
(51%) were male and 1468 (49%) were female. There were 1123 households across all 
six communities and the average income per person was about 1400.00 (USD) per annum 









Demographics of six communities receiving EU funding under the Tourism Sector 
Development Programme (CSO, 2001) 




Total population 984 281 456 553 526 224 
Male 485 139 239 288 287 118 
Female 499 142 217 265 239 106 
Total households 358 115 150 160 159 76 
Average household size 2.75 2.44 3.04 3.46 3.31 2.95 
Total employed (over 15 
years of age) 
360 116 168 260 216 75 
     Male employment 193 73 105 154 141 46 
     Female employment 167 43 63 106 75 29 
Average income per annum 
(USD) 
1504.45  1458.83  1345.11 1581.62 1306.98 1239.63 
     Male income 1553.49 1599.00 1465.67 1732.79 1416.97 1447.42 
     Female income 1447.96  1225.19    922.26  1357.83          1072.33          915.00 
 
Demographics of Sample 
 The individual community demographics were very homogenous with 99% of the 
individuals interviewed considered themselves ethnically Black and native Dominicans 
that were born on the island. Other individual community demographics based on 











































































































Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 A total of 213 responses were collected across the six communities. Following 
both univariate data cleaning (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007, p. 73) with dot plots to screen 
for responses three standard deviations or more from the mean and multivariate data 
cleaning with Mahalanobis distance (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007 p. 74) a total of eight 
outliers were removed leaving 205 responses for analysis. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) was used to assess presumed causal effects of latent variables on observed scores 
and was run using EQS structural equation modeling software (Byrne, 2006). Varimax 
orthogonal rotation was included to ensure all the factors were uncorrelated with each 
other (Byrne, 2006; Kline, 2005). A loading matrix was produced whereby the sizes of 
the loadings reflected the extent of the relationship between each item and each factor. 
Following several iterations an adequate model was produced with the number of items 
reduced from 36 to 12, representing three items for each of the four factors. The results of 
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the final factor loadings ranged between 0.37 and 0.80 yielding sufficient evidence of 
convergent validity (Kline, 2005, p. 60). The final four factors were Social resilience, 
Institutional resilience, Economic/Institutional resilience, and Ecological resilience. 
These items and the factors with loadings are described in Table 2.6. The fit indices for 
the measurement model revealed the model to be of adequate fit and acceptable as an 
overall total measurement model. The overall fit of the final CFA model is explained as 
follows. The Satorra-Bentler chi-square was X
2
(49) = 61.09 revealing a normed chi-square 
of 1.2, which is less than 2 so was considered acceptable (Ullman, 2001). The Satorra-
Bentler chi-square is part of the output of EQS and is a preferable chi-square because it 
will penalize the chi-square score for kurtosis (Moss, 2009).  The CFI (0.93) and the 
RMSEA (0.035) satisfied the recommended thresholds for a measurement model (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). To examine internal consistency the reliability rho was 
utilized and equaled 0.62, which is adequate for group prediction (Gay, 1991, p. 180-
182). The reliability rho was used because it accounts for unequal weighting and may 





















Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 







Social resilience    
I feel like I can ask others in my 
community for help when I need it 
Network 0.54 0.29 
I feel like I am a member of my 
community 
Trust 0.56 0.31 
People in my community support each 
other 
Trust 0.44 0.19 
Institutional resilience    
Local leaders work well together Flexibility 0.40 0.16 
Local leaders adjust quickly to changing 
problems 
Flexibility 0.46 0.21 
Locals do not have to wait on national 
leaders to make decisions for your 
community 
Local control 0.80 0.64 
Economic/Institutional resilience    
The community leaders have as much 
power here as national leaders 
Power sharing 0.37 0.14 
You mainly buy your products from 
locals in your community 
Leakage 0.55 0.30 
Businesses buy their products from locals Leakage 0.55 0.31 
Ecological resilience    
There are more roads in my community 
now 
Infrastructure  0.59 0.35 
There are more homes in my community 
now 
Infrastructure  0.71 0.51 
There are more businesses in my 
community now 
Infrastructure  0.59 0.35 
 
Resilience Scores and Analysis of Variance 
 The mean scores of four domains of resilience illustrated residents‘ perceptions of 
the levels of resilience in the individual communities (Table 2.7). Overall there were low 
to moderate perceptions of resilience across all four resilience domains. The mean score 
for social resilience indicated mild to moderate agreement with this dimension; the mean 
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score for institutional resilience varied more than the social resilience perceptions but 
yielded an overall neutral perception of institutional resilience; residents had a slight 




Overall mean scores of the four dimensions of resilience. Maximum = 7.00, minimum = 
1.00. 
 Mean Standard deviation 
Social resilience 5.68 0.87 
Institutional resilience 4.43 1.40 
Economic resilience 3.14 1.20 
Ecolgical resilience 2.01 0.87 
 
An analysis of variance was run to ascertain if there were any significant 
differences between the six communities towards their perceptions of the four domains of 
resilience (Table 2.8). Post-hoc analysis was conducted to assess whether the means of 
any two communities were significantly different from each other. The Bonferroni test 
was selected as it makes the most conservative comparison (Garson, 2009). There were 
significant differences found in both the Social resilience and the Institutional resilience 
domains. The Bonferroni test showed that in the Social resilience domain there was a 
significant difference between the scores of Bellevue Chopin and Portsmouth (p = 0.015). 
However, in the Institutional resilience multiple comparisons there were no significant 











Results of analysis of variance in resilience scores by community 
 Wotten W. 
M      SD 
Bellevue 
M      SD 
Giraudel 
M      SD 
Layou 
M     SD 
Mero     
M      SD 
Portsmouth 




Social resilience 5.61  1.34 5.04 1.31 5.52 0.86 5.69 0.73 5.84 0.69 5.85  0.60 2.715 199 0.02 
Institutional resilience 5.15  1.60 3.93 1.78 4.53 1.23 4.62 1.18 4.20 1.62 4.26  1.26 2.222 199 0.05 
Economic resilience 3.44  1.54 3.16 1.37 3.20 1.30 3.26 1.17 3.00 1.14 3.01  1.04 0.620 199 0.69 
Ecological resilience 2.04  1.96 1.82  0.56 2.02  0.79 2.13  0.61 2.06  0.54 2.01  0.57 0.274 199 0.92 
 
Discussion 
This paper represents the first quantitative study on resident perceptions of 
resilience at the community level and by extension the likelihood of sustainable 
community tourism development. Data presented in this paper were both an empirical 
approach to indentify latent resilience variables found in tourism dependent communities 
and to create baseline data in Dominica. The findings of this study indicated that in 
Dominica, based on resident perceptions, levels of community resilience were 
circumspect at best. This result supports the view that these community tourism 
development projects are unsustainable in the face of unexpected change.  
Resident perceptions‘ of social resilience were the highest among the four 
domains. Across all six communities there was mild to moderate agreement related to the 
model indicators for this domain. Historically the social networks in Dominica are highly 
developed and stem from matriarchical underpinnings, resource sharing, and family ties 
(Thurlow, 2002). Dominican culture is hinged upon matrifocality and the salience of 
women in kin groups and communities (Quinlan, 2006; Mafaralan & Quinlan, 2008). 
Women in Dominica are known to have nurturing attitudes towards fellow community 
members and to participate in wage sharing. Further, traditional societies tend to have 
kinship rules that favor individuals in the same genetic lineage but in Dominica these 
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rules are more cognatic and are broken by inclusive community kin-group characteristics 
that embrace extra-familial social networks (Cf. Quinlan & Flinn, 2005). Another 
important social characteristic is the Caribbean Creole concept of ‗koud men‘, which 
translated to English, is ‗helping hand‘ (Mondesir, 1992). This is a type of altruistic 
thought that underpins all Dominican communities and the support community members 
have for each other.  
This altruism is directly tied to strong social capital. In theory, social capital is a 
feature of social organization based on factors such as norms of reciprocity (Berkman & 
Kawachi, 2000; Kawachi et al., 1997). According to Putnam (2000), diminished social 
capital leads to less community cohesion. To harness the benefits of positive social 
capital communities must create networks of social trust through drivers such as 
knowledge sharing and mutually supported action. In the case of these Dominican 
communities the formation of a diverse and sustainable system of tourism product 
development is reliant upon these types of factors. The sustainability of these ventures is 
moderated by the presence of resilience dynamics. The statistically important social 
resilience factors in this study were the perceptions of social networks and feelings of 
social trust.  
Building social capacity through social networks that create trust helps to buffer 
systems in times of rapid change (Olsson et al., 2004). In Dominican there has been 
concern that the transition from an agricultural to a service-based tourism industry, while 
seeking to incorporate rural locals into the formal economy, has begun fragmenting 
horizontal social networks (Thurlow, 2002). Although Dominican culture has a long 
history of social reciprocity the potential erosion of social capital and therefore resilience 
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is worrisome. While, respondents agreed that they could ask for help from community 
members, felt community members supported each, and that they were members of the 
community (social network and social trust indicators) the overall factor score was 5.68, 
revealing a less than enthusiastic sense of accord.  
 Perceptions of institutional resilience were scored lower than those of social 
resilience with an overall neutral attitude towards the functions of local governance. 
Dominica has a highly centralized government and all local governments obtain their 
power and responsibilities from the Central Government (GCD, 2010). Local government 
is in the form of Town and Village Councils. A Town Council may act to levy some 
taxes, borrow limited funding, and acquire land but has no legislative authority (CFLGM, 
2002). A Village Council‘s primary responsibility is not in policy or governance but in 
maintenance of local infrastructure, such as road repair (GCD, 2010). Of the six 
communities studied one had a Town Council, two had formal Village Councils, and 
three had no local government authority. In the case of the last three the TDCs do act as 
quasi-Village Councils in some decision making, particularly as related to tourism 
development. From the results of the CFA the construct indicators for institutional 
resilience were flexibility and local control. The neutral attitudes of respondents indicate 
that community members neither agree nor disagree with the ability of local leaders to 
work well together or adjust quickly to change. Respondents also neither agreed nor 
disagreed that local leaders have to wait for the Central Government‘s authority to make 
local decisions. These island tourism ventures should be locally controlled. Local control 
is important as locals can be flexible and adaptive to changing conditions. Local 
stakeholders that are deeply involved receive, or at least perceive themselves to receive, 
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more benefits from tourism enterprise. ‗Top-down‘ management and control from either 
a national government agency or an international corporate interest can stifle local 
interest and creativity.  
Local interest is also captured and maintained through access to profits associated 
with tourism development. Retention and capitalization on the benefits of the components 
of tourism are crucial (Bramwell, 1996) and should be addressed at the community level 
(Clayton, 2005). The economic benefits realized by these Dominican communities may 
be minor. In the case of this study the primary economic indicator for the economic 
resilience domain was that of leakage. The economic resilience score for the economic 
resilience domain was 3.14 indicating a slightly negative attitude towards this construct.  
Previous research has indicated that when locals do become involved in 
community economic activities the distribution of employment and revenue often favors 
external operators (Walpole & Goodwin, 2000), which leads to leakage. Common factors 
for leakage include lack of capital, low local ownership, and inability to link tourism to 
the global economy (Lacher & Nepal, 2010). This is a global phenomenon as developing 
nations seek to become players in the tourism industry. In the Caribbean foreign 
exchange outflows have been calculated as high as 41% for Aruba and 56% for Saint 
Lucia (Singh & Jayawardena, 2005). To ameliorate this problem internal community 
linkages and community-to-community connections must be created to increase 
multiplier effects or how money is spent locally that impacts the local economy (Clarke, 
1999).  
However, start-up costs for local tourism businesses can be difficult to obtain and 
locals in developing countries often have little investment capital (Kontogeorgopoulos, 
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2004). This may cause tourism development to be prohibitive. If funds are acquired an 
immediate return on investment is necessary in order for the business to remain liquid 
and sustainable (Schelas et al., 2002). Grants are a useful way to procure financial capital 
for start-ups. In the case of Dominica, the entire Community Tourism Development 
Programme was financed by large scale EU grants. However, there is a phenomenon 
known a ‗grant dependency‘ that can cause problems for sustainable tourism destinations. 
Grant dependency occurs when a sum of money is realized from a grant and local 
production of a tourism product begins. Initially many locals will become energized and 
interested in the project because there is money to support it. As the grant money is spent, 
particularly without any important tourism revenue stream development, the interest can 
begin to fade. Locals will then either seek out more grants to bolster the business or give 
up on the venture entirely because they do not believe it will be profitable. Oftentimes, 
local support dries up quickly when there are no wages being distributed from the 
business (Holladay & Ormbsy, 2011). On the flip-side if monetary support can be found 
and the businesses in tourism destinations succeed, the stakeholders need to be mindful of 
business diversification.  
 Another type of diversity that is important to resilience and sustainability is that 
of biological diversity. The loss of this diversity can negatively impact an ecosystem‘s 
ability to maintain its basic functionality in the face of perturbation (Gunderson, 2000). 
Of the four domains of resilience analyzed in this study, the 2.01 ecological resilience 
factor score was the lowest indicating moderate disagreement to this concept. The model 
construct was built by items directly related to infrastructure development. Uncontrolled 
infrastructure development has a direct negative impact on both naturalness and 
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biological diversity. The current notion of naturalness is not a romanticized, historic view 
of pristine landscapes but rather includes the understanding that there are both human and 
natural disturbances upon the land (Christensen et al., 1996). Thus, while the idea of 
‗natural‘ is a relative one, the current state of naturalness can create an imperfect but 
useful baseline (Christensen et al., 1996) to compare the level of infrastructure 
development against as these community development projects progress.  
High levels of naturalness versus high levels of infrastructure will generally be 
preferred from a visual preference perspective (Ode et al., 2009), which is important for 
the retention of tourists seeking nature experiences in Dominica. Infrastructure 
development can be planned through coordinated action that includes resident, visitor, 
and management perspectives as well as integrated tourism planning utilizing case 
specific criteria necessary for sustainability (Boers & Cottrell, 2007). Further, developing 
infrastructure is not necessarily a completely deleterious practice that will erode 
community resiliency and drive away tourism. Physical capital is considered an asset as a 
driver for positive change in developing communities (Donoghue & Sturtevant, 2007) but 
infrastructure development must move forward in a controlled and thoughtful manner. 
Conclusion 
  This study investigated resident perceptions of the four domains of resilience that 
lead to sustainability: social, institutional, economic, and ecological. The amount of 
resilience in a community may be determined by the community‘s ability to buffer 
unexpected perturbations (Adger, 2000), its capability to self-organize (Walker et al., 
2004), and its capacity for learning and adaptation (Folke, 2006). A high degree of the 
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combination of all of these elements leads to elevated levels of a system‘s (such as a 
tourism system) persistence and robustness (Folke, 2006).  
In Dominica the overall impression was not that of resilience but more of self 
determination and self reliance. Dominicans said time and again, ―no one will do it for 
you‖. That type of personal resilience should transfer to the community resilience 
dynamic if encouraged by policy makers and stakeholders in community tourism 
development on the island. There were a few individuals in each community, rather than 
the community as a whole, that seemed to drive tourism development. Building stronger 
networks between these leaders and local interested in community tourism development 
should enhance resilience. Residents will need to be encouraged to build social trust, 
invest financially in their own communities, and remain vigilant to the protection of their 
natural resources. Finally, because of the size of this island nation, resilience of the 
communities is strongly linked to country-level resilience.  
One of the issues with the lack of industry development in many island nations 
has been the reliance on single commodities (e.g. bananas, sugarcane, or seafood). When 
those global markets are impacted by factors like multi-national corporate interests the 
economies of many islands suffer. In most instances, particularly in the Caribbean, there 
was a shift out of agriculture industries into tourism industries. However, this shift still 
exhibits single resource dependency fragility. Tourism industries, particularly in islands, 
should not be the catch-all for industry development. There are too many unexpected 
perturbations that can cascade through the global tourism market. Evidence of that comes 
from tourism downturns following terrorist attacks, natural disasters, stock market 
instability, war and other political instabilities. 
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Taking a hard look at the four components of resilience and sustainability, both 
through applied and theoretical lenses, should lead to answers about management, policy, 
and planning for appropriate tourism development. From a ―big picture‖ perspective, aid 
agencies, non-governmental organizations, and other interested stakeholders have sought 
to assist in the diversification of economies in developing communities by strengthening 
their tourism markets. In many cases, these tourism development projects were natural 
resources dependent and drivers to establish new revenue streams into struggling 
communities. Further, the projects attempted to enhance quality of life and create 
livelihood alternatives that may change depreciative social and environmental behaviors 
aroused by the lack of opportunity. 
As many community tourism development projects are natural resources 
dependent the first and primary goal must be the conservation and preservation of the 
landscape, biological diversity, and ecosystem services that these resources provide. 
Concurrently, social resilience factors, such as social trust, social networks, and social 
learning; institutional resilience (governance) factors, such as flexibility, self-
organization, and power sharing; and economic resilience factors, such as diversity, 
alternative livelihoods (ecologically sustainable livelihoods that lead to non-consumptive 
behaviors), prevention of ―leakage‖, and economic growth or stability must all be 
bolstered. Research moving forward should investigate multiple scales of resilience and 
the connections with sustainable tourism development. The baseline nature of this study 
should allow for replication of this study in Dominica and investigations on multiple 
scales of resilience in Dominica and the connections with sustainable tourism 
development. Temporal or longitudinal studies should be conducted over time to look at 
40 
 
the evolution of communities that received tourism development investments and how 
the levels of resilience and sustainability may have changed and to look at communities‘ 
response and recovery following a known perturbation. Also, it would be interesting to 
test all the scale and the index in other geographical and cultural settings where tourism is 






















A Community Tourism-Resilience Index for the Commonwealth of Dominica 
Introduction 
Brian Walker and David Salt, in their 2006 book Resilience Thinking, posed the 
question ‗How can landscapes and communities absorb disturbance and maintain 
function‘? The fundamental answer to this question is to enhance those systems resilience 
and sustainability. Resilience is the amount of change a system can absorb and recover 
from (Walker & Salt, 2006). Sustainability is ‗a set of conditions and trends in any given 
system that can continue indefinitely‘ (Atkisson, 2011, p. 110). More specifically to this 
research, sustainability from a resilience theory perspective is ‗the likelihood an existing 
system of resource use will persist indefinitely without a decline in the resource base or 
in the social welfare of others‘ (Walker & Salt, 2006, p.165). This is resilience thinking. 
Resilience thinking is necessary in light of global issues and threats to sustainability such 
as climate change, biodiversity loss, altered biogeochemical flows, and others 
(Rockstrom et al., 2009).  
These global and transboundary stressors may cause systems to cross boundaries 
and thresholds, or move from a desirable system state to an undesirable state (Briske et 
al., 2010; Horan et al., 2011). These shifts may lead to irreversible changes in a number 
of global natural and social systems as they are pushed over tipping points and abruptly 
shift in system states (Scheffer et al., 2009). Some of the most vulnerable areas to 
disturbances are coastal communities and small island developing states (SIDS). SIDS 
are thought to be especially vulnerable because of their dependence on agriculture and 
tourism economies, the widespread use of unsustainable land-use practices, and the 
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occurrences of hurricanes, tsunamis, and other natural disasters. This paper explores the 
resilience of SIDS by exploring the intersection of resilience and sustainability with 
community tourism development, the adaptability of tourism dependent communities in 
the face of change, and the local-to-global nexus of sustainable tourism as a development 
option in the country of Dominica (Hunter, 1997; Milne & Ateljevic, 2001). In this sense, 
alluding back to the Walker and Salt question, this research explores: ‗How can tourism 
dependent communities not only enhance sustainable community tourism development 
but absorb disturbance and maintain function in the face of change?‘ 
In order to answer this question, the tourism commodities, social capital, local 
institutional design, economic stability, and ecological security of six niche tourism 
communities on the small island nation of Dominica were examined in order to infer their 
resilience and sustainability. This helped delineate the general capacities of these niche 
tourism community destinations to both build a sustainable tourism product and 
withstand unforeseen perturbations. The resilience and sustainability of these tourism 
dependent communities was studied through the lens of social-ecological system 
dynamics. A social-ecological system is an integrated organization of people and nature 
with reciprocal feedbacks and interdependence between the two dimensions (Resilience 
Alliance, 2007). The concept emphasizes the ‗humans-in-nature‘ perspective (Berkes & 
Folke, 1998) and the notion that environmental resilience cannot be maintained without 
social resilience (Tyrrell & Johnston, 2008). 
Tourism Development in Dominica 
In Dominica the government has sought to actively influence its tourism supply 
by shifting markets into niche tourism commodities, such as ecotourism, to complement 
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more mainstream and mass tourism (e.g., cruise ship tourism). A ‗supply-side‘ mentality 
of tapping into the multiplicity of tourist leisure desires seems logical. A smaller scale 
and diverse tourist market may help to connect tourists with residents, reducing 
antagonism, marginality, and economic leakage (Cole, 2006; Mbaiwa, 2005). A shift 
away from a mass tourism paradigm into smaller scale tourism products may also foster 
sustainability (Choi & Sirakaya, 2006), while maintaining cultural identity (Newsome et 
al. 2002), viable revenue streams (Hawkins, 2004), and ecological integrity (Johnston & 
Tyrrell, 2005). Importantly, a shift in tourism strategy to more sustainable products 
through niche differentiation may increase economic resilience, local and regional social 
capital, as well as promote social cohesion between residents and visitors.  
Six communities in Dominica received funding for community tourism 
development under the European Union‘s Special Framework of Assistance (SFA) 2006 
in the amount of 2.7 million Euros and became part of a project known as the Tourism 
Sector Development Programme. The Tourism Sector Development Programme (TSDP) 
was a two year program and the SFA is a multi-year EU investment program in African, 
Pacific, and Caribbean (ACP) countries designed to assist these states in the 
diversification of their industries following the loss of banana exports (Europa, 2010). 
This assistance has attempted to improve the competitiveness of the tourism sector by 
building linkages between tourism and the agricultural and rural sectors, while focusing 
on tourism niche marketing and community tourism (GCD, 2011). There were three main 
components of the TSDP, which included technical advisory services, destination 
marketing and rural tourism development. The rural tourism development portion of the 
program was intended to run from June 2008 to June 2009 (GCD, 2011). However, at the 
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time of this study in 2010 some components of the community development projects 
were still ongoing. 
Community Resilience, Coastal Areas and Islands 
Some of the most vulnerable areas to disturbances are coastal communities and 
small island developing states (SIDS). In some SIDS unsustainable silvicultural and 
agricultural practices have destabilized the landscape leading to widespread erosion and 
landslides during storms (Briceno, 2004). Hurricanes can have profound ecological 
impacts on SIDS reducing tree cover, modifying microclimates, changing soil nutrient 
dynamics, and destabilizing animal populations (Tanner, et al., 1991), which in turn 
impacts human populations reliant upon natural resources. The healthy connections (e.g. 
flows of information, goods, money) between social and ecological domains are essential 
to island resilience, as Bunce et al. (2009) found on the island of Rodigues. A prolonged 
drought in Rodrigues had consequential impacts to both social and natural capitals 
reducing the responsiveness of that system to future surprise and upheaval (Bunce et al., 
2009).  
Potential unexpected shocks from natural disasters are of acute importance to 
coastal areas as well as islands. Adger et al. (2005) discussed impacts of disasters on 
coastal areas and concluded that diverse social and ecological resilience must be created 
and maintained at multiple scales with cross-level interactions and cooperation. This type 
of cooperation is important to reduce or negate institutional horizontal and vertical 
fragmentation, which can lead to disorganized management of coastal areas in the face of 
change (Powell, 2007; Powell et al., 2009). To counter this type of inefficiency coastal 
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area resilience may be bolstered via enhanced economic and environmental health, social 
capacities, and effective governance (USAID, 2006). 
Identifying Community Resilience 
 Community resilience is definitionally ambiguous, nuanced, and contextual in 
nature but usually focuses on return or recovery time (Gunderson, 2009). Attempts have 
been made on various scales, from community focus groups to national government 
commissioned projects, to identify the dimensions of community resilience (Buikstra, et 
al., 2010; Magis, 2010). Dimensions of community resilience cover a number of 
examples (Table 3.1) including social action, collective resource engagement, and 
environmental health.  
Table 3.1 
 
Dimensions of community resilience 
Dimensions Source 
Civic leadership, social organization, economic structure, physical 
amenities, attractiveness 
Harris et al. 
2000 
  
Social networks and support, positive outlook, learning, early experience, 
environment and lifestyle, infrastructure and support services, sense of 





Community resources, active agents, collective action, strategic action, 
equity, impact, resource engagement, resource development 
Magis, 2010 
  
Social networks, trust, institutional flexibility, local control, power 





Plodinec (2009) reviewed 40 definitions published between 1973 and 2009 
covering physical, ecological, social-ecological, and community resilience. Of these, 23 
were definitions of community resilience. Based on this work, the Community and 
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Regional Resilience Institute (CARRI), a US Federal Government and academic 
institution collaborative, developed this community resilience definition: Community 
resilience is the capability to anticipate risk, limit impact, and bounce back rapidly 
through survival, adaptability, evolution, and growth in the face of turbulent change 
(Plodinec, 2009, 7). Further, CARRI posits five core concepts for community resilience 
that cross disciplinary lines (Table 3.2). 
Table 3.2 
 
Five core concepts of community resilience (Plodinec, 2009). 
Concept Definition 
Attribute Resilience is an attribute of the community 
Continuing A community‘s resilience is an inherent and dynamic part of the 
community 
Adaptation The community can adapt to adversity 
Trajectory Adaptation leads to a positive outcome for the community relative to its 
state after the crisis, especially in terms of its functionality 
Comparability The attribute allows communities to be compared in terms of their ability 
to positively adapt to adversity 
  
The CARRI definition is a viable one although the temporal components in the 
verbiage ‗bounce back rapidly’ is debatable. The speed of return to an ―equilibrium‖ state 
following change is a concept of engineering resilience, a notion grounded in ecology and 
population dynamics (Holling, 1996). A better definition for community resilience may 
engender concepts relative to ‗general resilience‘. General resilience is best 
conceptualized as the general capacities of a system to recover following disturbance 
rather than how quickly (Walker & Salt, 2006). This is an especially important distinction 
from a human community perspective. General resilience versus specified resilience 
(Carpenter, et al., 2001) focuses on the maintenance of a fuzzier set of adaptive 
capabilities in the face of primarily endogenous changes (e.g. social inequality) that may 
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impact a system (Walker, 2011), while remembering that exogenous system impacts (e.g. 
natural disasters) will influence general capacities as well (Adger, 2000; Cumming, et al., 
2005).  
Research related to general community resilience has been undertaken although 
the language of ‗general resilience‘ was not part of the research nomenclature at the time. 
In the 1990s three large ecosystem assessments of forest-based communities were the 
first to bridge the natural and social sciences in terms of forest management and 
community resilience in the United States (Doak & Kusel, 1996; Donoghue and 
Sturtevant, 2008; FEMAT, 1993; Harris et al., 2000). These projects initiated a 
conceptual shift from community stability and command-and control dynamics (Holling 
& Meffe, 1996; Meffe et al., 2002) to one of self-direction and resiliency. Of the three 
assessments, the Interior Columbia Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) was the 
only one to specifically utilize the terminology of resiliency (Haynes et al., 1996; Quigley 
et al., 1996; Harris et al., 2000). The ICBEMP definition of community resilience was: 
the community’s ability to respond and adapt to change in the most positive, constructive 
ways possible for mitigating the impacts of change on the community (Harris et al. 2000, 
p. 7). Donoghue and Sturtevant (2008) reviewed these assessments and concluded that 
while these evaluations were instrumental in including social capacities and resiliencies 
as abilities of communities to respond to perturbation, they failed to include sufficient 
discourse on the foundational (infrastructure, natural resources, economic capital) and 
mobilizing (human, social, and political capital) assets vital for community resilience. 
These types of assets are self-reinforcing and necessary for communities to embody so 
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they may continually absorb external and internal turbulence, i.e. adapt to change as a 
dynamic process.  
Community Resilience and Natural Disasters 
The ICBEMP was not the first definition of community resilience but other early 
definitions of community resilience focused on disaster readiness (Comfort, 1999; Mileti, 
1999). Resilience to disaster and devastation at the community level has been an intense 
focus for research and action (Gunderson, 2010; Turner et al. 2003; UNISDR, 2010). In 
the United States recent catastrophes such as Hurricane Katrina (Colten et al., 2008) and 
the 2010 Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill in the US Gulf (Levy & Gopalakrishnan, 2010) 
have made this critical level of thinking and preparedness a priority for decision makers 
and community residents alike.  
Twigg (2009) posited that an ideal disaster-resilient community would have 
components of resilience under five broad themes, 1) governance, 2) risk assessment, 3) 
knowledge and education, 4) risk management and vulnerability reduction, and 5) 
disaster preparedness and response. However, Twigg (2009) indicated that these five 
elements are highly contextual and community specific dynamics must be taken into 
account. Gunderson (2009) outlined four dimensions of human community resilience and 
adaptive capacity to natural disasters (Table 3.3). Both the Twigg (2009) and the 
Gunderson (2009) arguments are frameworks and heuristics of merit. To build resilience, 
communities are best served by preparing for unspecified disasters (i.e. general resilience 
over specified resilience) given the unpredictability of system dynamics, although this is 







Four dimensions of human community resilience and adaptive capacity to natural 
disasters (Gunderson, 2009) 
Dimension Definition 
Anticipation Human communities can anticipate disasters through foresight and 
experience. 
Response Functional components provide resilience. 
Recovery  Can return to prior configuration, devolve into degraded regime, or 
evolve into desired regime. 
Renewal and 
novelty 
Dependent on cross scale inputs. More novelty, creativity in 
creating new configurations. Different forms of capital can be 
substituted. 
 
Community Resilience and Tourism 
Current tourism models often focus on stability of systems instead of instability. 
These models do not account for ‗rogues‘ that disturb systems (McKercher, 1999). 
Tourism works in a complex, non-linear, and dynamic manner (Baggio, 2008; Butler, 
2009; Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005). A perturbation in one element of a tourism system 
will force changes in other elements (Faulkner & Russell, 1997; Russell & Faulkner, 
1999), a symptom of tourism complexity (McDonald, 2009; Schianetz & Kavanagh, 
2008). Yet, the study of the complexity of tourism systems (Milne & Ateljevic, 2001; 
Smeral & Wuger, 2005) has been more often grounded in chaos theory (Hovinen, 2001; 
Lepp, 2008; Russell & Faulkner, 2004; Zahra & Ryan, 2007) than in resilience theory. 
There are similarities between chaos and resilience theories, such as unpredictable regime 
shifts (Gunderson, 2000) and chaos theory is postulated to explain some of the more 
complex properties of resilience theory (Gunderson et al., 1995; Gunderson et al., 2002). 
However, the number of studies on the complexity of tourism systems from a pure 
resilience theory perspective is marginal.  
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As with the community resilience literature, a focus of community tourism and 
resilience has been on natural disaster preparedness. Research has addressed strategies for 
tourism crisis management (Ritchie, 2004), frameworks for tourism disaster mitigation 
(Faulkner, 2001), and weaknesses of forecasting for crises and disasters impacting the 
tourism industry (Prideaux et al., 2003). A distinction should be drawn between the 
concepts of crisis and disaster as applied to tourism science. Crises have a human element 
involved, where disasters are of natural origins (Scott & Laws, 2005). Beeton (2006, p. 
167) indicated, ‗a crisis is basically self-inflicted on a business via inept management 
practices or failure to adapt to change; whereas a disaster consists of sudden, 
unpredictable, catastrophic changes from external forces‘. This difference is interesting 
and it can be argued that acute change via a disturbance (e.g. hurricane) is not necessarily 
more impactful than anthropogenic disturbances, such as may be found in poor 
management and development. For example, over the last 200 years in the Galapagos 
Islands human colonization and exploitation have disrupted the natural landscape by 
displacing native ecosystems via the introduction of invasive species and human 
settlements eroding some of the archipelago‘s inherent resilience (Gonzales et al., 2008). 
The development of tourism in the Galapagos may be regarded as both a crisis of 
progress concomitantly as a tool for conservation (Gonzalez et al., 2008; Powell & Ham, 
2008).   
What little resilience research on tourism systems exists has been largely 
exploratory and qualitative in nature (e.g. Cochrane, 2010; Strickland-Munro et al., 
2010). That said, certain heuristics have emerged from the intersection of community 
tourism development and resilience thinking. For example, Ruiz-Ballesteros (2011) 
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studied a small community in Ecuador that received nearly 25% of its annual income 
from tourism; income that was distributed among nearly 70% of community households. 
The community-based tourism development strategy, known locally as turismo 
comuniatrio, encouraged villagers to live with uncertainty while enhancing norms of 
reciprocity, knowledge sharing and self-organization. These are some of the foundational 
elements of community resilience, allowing nascent analysis of how the community 
tourism-resilience nexus influences social, ecological, and tourism dynamics in an 
interconnected manner.   
However, there is a growing need for further investigations into the 
interrelationships between resilience and tourism. To date, only one quantifiable 
replicable study has been published on resilience in tourism (Biggs, 2011). The research 
focused on the likelihood of commercial tour providers at the Australian Great Barrier 
Reef remaining in business in the face of large disturbances, i.e. reef tourism enterprise 
resilience. Using binary logistic regression, two factors, human capital and lifestyle 
identity, were posited as the two strongest influences of perceived reef tourism enterprise 
resilience. Additional qualitative data indicated that the two strongest government 
interventions for tourism resilience in the face of shocks would be financial and 
marketing support.   
Methods 
Study Site 
Dominica is an island in the Eastern Caribbean between the French islands of 
Guadeloupe to the North and Martinique to the South in an archipelago known as the 
Lesser Antilles (Figure 3.1). While the official language is English many Dominicans 
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also speak French Patois, known locally as ―Kweyol‖. The country of about 70,000 
inhabitants gained its independence from UK in 1978 and retains the only remaining 
indigenous Carib people in the world, who occupy an autonomous community called the 
Carib Territory in the north-east of island (Honychurch, 1984). Dominica is about 751 
square kilometers, is crossed by 365 rivers, and 75% of the land is intact tropical forest, 
with over 10,000mm of rain per year (Weaver, 2003). The landscape is extremely rugged, 
highly mountainous, and very volcanic. This rough topography prevents Dominica from 
marketing the traditional ‗3S‘—sand, sea, sun tourism of other popular Caribbean 
destinations. However, the naturalness of the island makes it advantageous for 
ecotourism and other non-mainstream types of niche tourism. 
 
Figure 3.1. Geographic location of the Commonwealth of Dominica 
Site Selection 
At the time of this study there were six communities in the Tourism Sector 
Development Program (TSDP). These six communities were all chosen for this study 
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because the communities have not been widely studied, the communities offered a range 
of nature-based tourism products (Table 3.4) and each community tourism program was 
guided by a formal community organization which was a vital contact point for the 
researcher (CTD, 2011). The locations of the six villages range from the South-Southeast 
corner of the island near Roseau, up the eastern side of the island, ending in the Northeast 
corner of the island with the city of Portsmouth. The villages of Wotten Waven, Bellevue 
Chopin, and Giraudel-Eggleston are all within close proximity to the capital, Roseau. 
Mero and Layou are about a 30 minute drive north of Roseau and are hamlets of the 
village of Saint Joseph. Portsmouth was the northern-most studied community and is the 
second largest town in the country. 
Table 3.4 
 
Tourism characteristics of six communities receiving EU funding under the Tourism 
Sector Development Programme (CTD, 2011) 
Community Tourism Development 
Committee (TDC) 
Year  TDC 
established 
Tourism products 
Portsmouth Portsmouth Community 
Tourism Association 
2006 River tours   
 
 
Mero Mero Enhancement 
Committee 
2006 Beach & waterfall 
tours 
 
Layou Layou Improvement 
Committee 
2007 River & lake tours 
 
    
Giraudel Giraudel Eggleston Flower 
Growers, Inc 





Bellevue Chopin Organic 
Farmers Group 





Wotten Waven Development 
Committee 





Community Tourism-Resilience Index Development 
The community tourism-resilience index (CTRI) acts as an indicator of each of 
the six studied communities‘ potential for sustainable community tourism development 
and adaptability in the face change relative to the other communities. The higher the 
CTRI, the greater that community‘s tourism commodity value and general resilience was 
in comparison to the other communities. The CTRI was built upon four dimensions that 
were considered attributes of both a community‘s resilience and the viability of its 
tourism commodity. These dimensions were, 1) resident perceptions of four domains of 
resilience, as reported by Holladay & Powell (2011), 2) tourism amenities, 3) tourism 
attractions, and 4) ease of access to the community (Buhalis, 2000; Crompton, 1978). 
Each of the four dimensions had its own unique score and the overall CTRI was additive 
of the four scores for each community with a maximum score of 72 (Table 3.5). 
Weighting was built upon a number of factors and assumptions related to community 
tourism development in Dominica. Data was on an ordinal scale with equal spacing 
between measures, such that data were not measured in degree of relative size or 
difference but rather ranked. Amenities included scores for restaurants, accommodations, 
and service, which were all equally weighted. Further, each of these three amenity 
components was capped at a maximum score assuming the cap represented a saturation 
point above which an increase in score would be inconsequential. Access scores 
consisted proximity to a major road, a cruise ship port and two airports that were scored 
separately. The cruise ship port and airports are major entry points for tourists and 
received the same number of points. Two major roads, one that wraps around the entire 
coastline of Dominica and one the cuts north-west to south-east across the island, create 
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access to many island community be a driven vehicle. However, the number of travelers 
on major roads is smaller than those that come through the cruise ship port and airports 
(these travelers are often in large tour groups) so received half the points given to other 
access dimensions. This scoring in context specific to the communities of Dominica but 
could be adapted in other geographical settings.  
To quantify resident perceptions of resilience, Holladay & Powell (2011) used a 
semi-structured questionnaire to survey residents within the six communities under study. 
A scale was developed to capture resident perceptions of social, institutional, economic, 
and ecological resilience domains. The scale was anchored using a 7-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 = ‗strongly disagree‘ to 7= ‗strongly agree‘ with 4 = ‗agree and disagree 
equally‘. A total of 213 responses were collected across the six communities. Following 
data cleaning there were 205 usable surveys. Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used to 
assess presumed causal effects of latent variables on observed scores and was run using 
EQS structural equation modeling software (Byrne, 2006).  
Two other dimensions, tourism attractions and amenities (Buhalis, 2000), were 
collected via a scorecard. The scorecard allowed the researchers to develop a 
mathematical value for mathematically valueless entities (Kaplan & Norton, 1992; Vila et 
al., 2010). Data was collected directly on-site through a quasi-Rapid Assessment and 
Prioritization (Ervin, 2003) technique and by direct observation. Additional secondary 
data was collected using Dominica‘s Community Tourism Portal 
(http://communitytourism.dm), a website dedicated to information about the communities 
of the TSDP.  Tourism amenities had a maximum score of 12, whereby a community 
received one point for each restaurant, accommodation, and service (e.g. rental car 
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companies, professional tour guides) offered with a maximum score of four for each of 
these three categories (Table 3.5). Any community that had more than four restaurants, 
accommodations, and/or services received a score of four but no greater than four for that 
category. Tourism attractions had a maximum score of four, whereby a community 
received one point for each tourism attraction that was offered but no more than four 
points, even if the community had more than four attractions to offer (Table 3.5).  
 Tourism access (Buhalis, 2000) was related to one measure utilized by Sanderson 
et al. (2002) in their Human Influence Index. In their work, the researchers utilized four 
proxy data types for human influence on the landscape. These were: population density, 
land transformation, accessibility, and electrical power infrastructure. Of these four 
proxies the access concept was built into the CTRI (Table 3.5). The researchers utilized 
Dominican Land and Surveys Division detail maps and Google Earth to quantify the 
distances between individual communities and points of access. Scoring for accessibility 
was as follows: 
 A community within 15km of a major road was (4) points; beyond 15km was (0) 
points.  
 A community within 15km or closer of an airport was assigned (8) points; beyond 
15km was (0) points.  
 A community within 15km of cruise ship port was assigned (8) points; beyond 
15km was (0) points.  
 
In addition, to the four additive dimensions of the CTRI, a community could lose as 
many as 16 points for detractants detrimental to the value of the community tourism 
commodity. These detractants were industry, pollution, congestion and crime. The 
detractants were observed on-site by the first author and the impacts were ranked as mild 
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(one point), moderate (two points), high (three points), and severe (four points) for each 
of the four categories.  
Table 3.5 
 
Scores comprising the Community Tourism-Resilience Index (CTRI) 
Factors Variables Maximum 
scores 
Resident perceptions of 
resilience 
  
 Social resilience 7 
 Institutional resilience 7 
 Economic resilience 7 
 Ecological resilience 7 
Tourism amenities   
 Restaurants 4 
 Accommodations 4 




 Attractions 4 
Access   
 Proximity to major road 4 
 Proximity to cruise ship port  8 
 Proximity to airport (Canefield) 8 


















Total  72 
 
Descriptive Mapping of the CTRI  
The CTRI was illustrated using descriptive mapping in a Geographical 
Information System, ARCGIS 9.3.1. Descriptive mapping creates a visual pattern of 
values or other variables of interest on the landscape (LVPI, 2011; Pfueller et al., 2009). 
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This type of mapping in this case is not to be understood as a spacial analysis. Rather, it 
was a method to create an illustration that can be easily viewed and interpreted as a 
management decision support tool. The map clearly indicates the six communities and 
indicates each community‘s CTRI score.   
To construct the map he exact latitude and longitudes of each of the six 
communities‘ visitor centers was collected. This data was imported into ArcGIS and 
located as a point file layer on a country map of Dominica. After the CTRI was 
calculated the CTRI scores were input into the visitor centers point file attribute table. 
The values were projected onto the map as assignments to their individual buffers. These 
buffers or halos have no true spatial meaning but allow for ease of location of individual 
communities. Finally, the communities were split into three classes (low, medium, high) 
using the ARCGIS 9.3.1 Jenks Natural Breaks Algorithm and color coded for ease of 
interpretation. The communities with the highest CTRI scores were projected in white, 
the mid-level CTRI scores in gray, and the lowest CTRI scores in black (Figure 3.2).    
Results 
The CTRI scores were calculated by adding the scores of the four data sets 
(resilience, amenities, attractions, access). As noted previously the resilience scores 
(Holladay & Powell, 2011) comprised part of the total CTRI scores. The results of the 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis measurement model for the resilience scores had final 
factor loadings that ranged between 0.37 and 0.80 yielding sufficient evidence of 
convergent validity (Kline, 2005, p. 60). The final four factors were Social resilience, 
Institutional resilience, Economic/Institutional resilience, and Ecological resilience. The 
Satorra-Bentler chi-square was X
2
(49) = 61.09, the CFI was 0.93, the RMSEA was 0.035 
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and reliability rho equaled 0.62, all of which revealed the model to be of adequate fit and 
acceptable as an overall total measurement model. The mean scores of the four domains 
of resilience illustrated residents‘ perceptions of the levels of resilience in the individual 
communities and were used in the CTRI (Table 3.6). 
Table 3.6 
 
Scoring for four dimensions of resilience used in the CTRI (max = 28) 
 Wotten Waven Bellevue Chopin Giraudel Layou Mero Portsmouth 
Social resilience 5.61 (80%) 5.04 (72%) 5.52 (79%) 5.69 (81%) 5.84 (83%) 5.85 (84%) 
Institutional resilience 5.15 (74%) 3.93 (56%) 4.53 (65%) 4.62 (66%) 4.20 (60%) 4.26 (61%) 
Economic resilience 3.44 (49%) 3.16 (45%) 3.20 (46%) 3.26 (47%) 3.00 (43%) 3.01 (43%) 
Ecological resilience 2.04 (29%) 1.82 (26%) 2.02 (29%) 2.13 (30%) 2.06 (29%) 2.01 (29%) 
       
Total 16.24 (58%) 13.95 (50%) 15.27 (55%) 15.70 (56%) 15.10 (53%) 15.13 (54%) 
 
The four other dimensions of the CTRI were tourism commodity 
accommodations, amenities, access, and detractants (Table 3.7). The total maximum 
tourism commodity score was 44; communities could lose points from the score for 
detractants (industry, pollution, congestion, crime). The overall tourism commodity 
scores ranged from 21 to 28 points. These dimension allowed a description of the relative 
quality, aesthetic, and accessibility of the tourism development for each community.  
Table 3.7 
 
Tourism commodity scoring for amenities, attractions, access, and detractants (max = 
44) 
 Wotten Waven Bellevue Chopin Giraudel Layou Mero Portsmouth 
Amenities (max = 12) 5 (42%) 0 (0%) 5 (42%) 0 (0%) 7 (58%) 12 (100%) 
Attractions (max = 4) 2 (50%) 3 (75%) 3 (75%) 2 (50%) 4 (100%) 4 (100%) 
Access (max = 28) 20 (71%) 20 (71%) 20 (71%) 20 (71%) 16 (57%) 8 (29%) 
Detractants (max = -16) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -5 (31%) -1 (6%) -3 (19%) 
       
Total 27 (61%) 23 (52%) 28 (64%) 17 (39%) 26 (59%) 21 (47%) 
 
Next, the community resilience scores and the tourism commodity scores were 
combined to develop the final CTRI score (Table 3.8). The maximum score was 72 points 
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per community. A maximum score would indicate both high resilience and tourism 
commodity value. The final CTRI scoring ranged from about 32 (44%) to 43 (60%) of 
the maximum score (Table 3.8; Figure 3.2).  
Giraudel received 15.27 of the 28 points in the resilience score. There were three 
accommodations available and two places to eat. There were no detractants. Giraudel‘s 
access score was 20 because of its proximity to a major road, the cruise ship port and to 
Canefield Airport. The CTRI score was 43.27 of 72 points and was ranked as a high 
resilience class. 
Wotten Waven had 16.24 of the 28 points in the resilience score, a score which 
combined resident perceptions of social, institutional, economic, and ecolgical 
resiliencies. There were two Bed & Breakfasts and three restaurants giving it an 
amenities score of five. The two attractions were natural spas and hiking opportunities. 
There were no detractants. The village received an access score of 20 because of its 
proximity to a major road, the cruise ship port and to Canefield Airport outside of 
Roseau. The CTRI score was 43.24 of 72 points and was ranked as a high resilience 
class. 
 Mero received 15.10 of the 28 points in the resilience score. Mero got seven 
points for amenities from the presence of three accommodations, three restaurants, and 
the service of trained life guards attending the beach. There were also four attractions 
including a rum factory, a natural waterfall, a black sands beach, and cave for 
exploration. Mero lost a point for mild criminal activity for the presence of the sale of 
marijuana. The access score was 16 because while the village is close to a major road and 
Canefield Airport it is further away from the cruise ship port than the four first 
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communities. The CTRI score was 41.10 of 72 points and was ranked as a medium 
resilience class. 
Bellevue Chopin received 13.95 of the 28 points in the resilience score. There 
were no amenities in the village but there were three attractions available, farm tours, a 
composting operation, and trail hiking. There were no detractants. The access score was 
20 because of its proximity to a major road, the cruise ship port and to Canefield Airport. 
The CTRI score was 36.95 of 72 points and was ranked as a low resilience class. 
 Portsmouth received15.13 of the 28 points in the resilience score. Portsmouth 
maximized both its amenities and attractions scores with its high number of both. The 
presence of these is related to the international medical college located there and not 
because of tourism. This town lost three points because of mild crime (marijuana sales) 
and moderate traffic congestion. Portsmouth is the most difficult of all communities to 
access and received the lowest access score of the group. The CTRI score was 36.13 of 
72 points and was ranked as a low resilience class. 
Layou received 15.70 of the 28 points in the resilience score. There were no 
accommodations in the village but there were two attractions, the Miracle Lake and the 
Layou River. The community lost five points to moderate pollution and high industry. 
Layou‘s access score was also 20 because of its proximity to a major road, the cruise ship 
port and to Canefield Airport. The CTRI score was 32.70 of 72 points and was ranked as 









Table 3.8  
 
Community tourism-resilience index scores (max = 72) and relative classes presented in 
order from highest to lowest  
Community CTRI score Relative class 
Giraudel 43.27 (60%) High 
Wotten Waven 43.24 (60%) High 
Mero 41.10 (57%) Medium 
Bellevue Chopin 36.95 (51%) Low 
Portsmouth 36.13 (50%) Low 
Layou 32.70 (45%) Low 
 
As stated previously the CTRI values were divided into three classes (low, 
medium, high) and projected onto a descriptive map (Figure 3.2). The communities with 
the highest CTRI scores were projected in white, the mid-level CTRI scores in gray, and 




Figure 3.2. Descriptive map of the Community Tourism-Resilience Index 
Discussion 
Using the tool of the CTRI decision making stakeholders can make decisions 
about the enhancement of the tourism commodities and the social-ecological resilience 
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factors in the communities. The two communities, Giraudel and Wotten Waven, which 
had high relative CTRI scores, garnered their points through a combination of strong 
tourism commodity scores and relatively robust perceptions of community social and 
institutional resilience. Both communities had at least two or three accommodations, 
restaurants and attractions. Also, both were close to a major road and to Roseau, the 
capitol of Dominica, where both the cruise ship port and the Canefield Airport are 
located, so had fairly strong accessibility scores. Most of the same can be said of the 
community Mero, the medium class community. This community had similar scores 
across the board to both Giraudel and Wotten Waven but the increased distance from the 
capitol city reduced its access score thereby dropping it one CTRI class.   
The three lowest scoring communities, Bellevue Chopin, Portsmouth, and Layou, 
received their rankings largely based on deficiencies in several areas. The town of 
Portsmouth, Dominica‘s second largest community and home to an international medical 
college, had the highest overall scores in tourism accommodations, attractions, and 
services. However, this community was the most difficult for a tourist to access so 
received the lowest access score, which dropped its overall CTRI score. Portsmouth also 
lost points because of congestion and evidence of mild criminal activity. Bellevue Chopin 
had the lowest perception of institutional resilience among all communities. Further, this 
village had no accommodations, restaurants, or tourist services available. While they did 
have some variety of tourist attractions their total tourism commodity value was low. The 
worst scoring community, Layou, not only had no accommodations, restaurants, or 
tourism services available but they lost the most points because of pollution and industry 
detractants. The village is located on the shore of the Caribbean at the mouth of the 
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Layou River, the largest of Dominica‘s 365 rivers. The community is continually stressed 
by rainfall events that send debris and litter from upriver into two large drains that run 
through the area and onto its beaches. Further, there is both a sand excavation operation 
at the head of the village, which is both noisy and unsightly and an asphalt plant adjacent 
to the village that created an unpleasant odor.       
There exist two possible avenues for decision making execution using the CTRI 
from a tourism development standpoint. On one side the communities that received the 
highest scores may be viewed as viable community tourism destinations, with some 
intervention in enhancing resilience dynamics, which are of a quality such that continued 
human and financial investments make sense. However, decision makers may believe 
these places should be allow to progress on their own as they have demonstrated abilities 
to gain traction in the tourism industry and continue to build themselves as tourism 
commodities. Following this line of thought greater investments would then matriculate 
into those communities that are not fairing as well. Oppositely, the CTRI may indicate 
communities that are beyond assistance and should not have any more human and 
financial resources allocated to them. Communities such as Layou that do not have 
amenities of any kind and have detractants around the community may not be worth the 
effort to rehabilitate or enhance as tourism destinations.  
Conclusion 
 This paper represents both a methodological contribution to measuring the 
combination of resilience and tourism development via a Community Tourism Resilience 
Index (CTRI) as well as presents results from an applied case study. As Dominica moves 
from an agricultural economy into a service-based tourism economy the hope of the 
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government and the people of Dominica is to establish a sustainable tourism industry. Of 
necessity for the communities involved is to create viable and attractive tourism 
destinations that are accessible by tourists. In conjunction, the communities must enhance 
their resilience to exogenous shocks and endogenous changes, fundamental components 
for sustainability via resilience dynamics (Walker, 2011). From a general resilience 
viewpoint this requires adaptive capacity (Folke et al. 2005), opportunities for change 
(Carpenter et al., 2001), and considerations for healthy social and natural capital (Walker 
& Salt, 2006). From a community resilience perspective there is an imperative concern 
for strong social networks (Olsson et al., 2006), vibrant local leadership (Mitchell & 
Reid, 2001), economic potential through diversification (Adger, 2000), and 
environmental stewardship (Christensen et al., 1996). These components are deeply tied 
to sustainable community tourism development, which should be built upon small-scale 
improvements (Honey, 2008), diverse tourism commodities (Weaver, 2006), reduction of 
economic leakage (Choi & Sirakaya, 2006), and community will for the protection of 
ecological integrity (Folke, 2006).  
 All of these interrelated factors are important in understanding how tourism 
dependent communities can not only enhance sustainable community tourism 
development but also absorb acute as well as chronic disturbances, such as an economic 
recession, and maintain function. In other words, the likelihood a community will 
anticipate, respond to, and recover from change with positive outcomes. The CTRI was 
developed to integrate resilience thinking with sustainable community tourism 
development. Fundamentally, the definition for community tourism-resilience is the 
community’s ability to develop a tourism commodity through attraction, retention, and 
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accessibility, while being able to positively respond, adapt, and recover from exogenous 
and endogenous change. In Dominica, different communities require different solutions 
to build strong community tourism-resilience based on the CTRI. 
 The CTRI was created to measure both community resilience and tourism 
commodity development to assist in making comparative analyses. In this case, the CTRI 
was utilized to examine six communities in Dominica that had received funding under a 
European Union funded initiative known as the Tourism Sector Development Programme 
(TSDP). The six communities were grouped into relative classes of high, medium, and 
low based on their overall CTRI scores.  
 The data collected at the time of this study represents baseline data for both 
resilience and tourism development. The market the communities create from a pure 
tourism standpoint remains to be seen; i.e. whether or not these communities will draw 
and retain tourists to these destinations. However, the information developed from this 
research has illustrated several key factors that communities should engage in to enhance 
their resilience and by extension the likelihood of sustained tourism development in the 
face of change. All six communities have low perceptions of economic and ecological 
resilience. There is also a generally neutral attitude towards institutional resilience. Each 
of these components should be addressed at the local level with support from the Central 
Government to solicit community participation in resilience strategies; i.e. cross-scale 
interactions because it is inadvisable to manage systems at only one scale (Walker, 2011). 
Although, the communities do have general tourism development plans, created and 
administered with the assistance of the Ministry of Tourism, they do not have any formal 
strategies for action in the face of crises or disasters. The community members and local 
68 
 
leadership, with connections to national direction, need to become cognizant that there 
will be inevitable shocks to the communities. Research on community resilience has 
indicated that preparations for these shocks entails formal mitigation strategies, programs 
for building social cohesion, leadership training, growth management strategies, and 
investments in physical infrastructure (Harris et al., 2000). In Dominica, all of these are 
potential options for positive resilience development with some emphasis on stronger 
local community leadership, responsiveness to changing problems, local power in 
decision-making and greater control over community infrastructure development to 
protect biological diversity and naturalness.   
 As these community tourism development projects move forward it will be 
important to monitor not only their progress, but how the communities respond to 
change. Further research should involve re-visiting these communities to measure the 
CTRI variables to create longitudinal research across all of these villages. In conjunction, 
known exogenous shocks can be incorporated to analyze how the communities dealt or 
did not deal with those perturbations. Another important research tact would be to 
administer community self-assessments to gain a stronger qualitative picture of what 
community tourism-resilience looks like in each community.  
 This study has provided broad community descriptions that interpreted the 
interrelationships between resilience and tourism commodity development in tourism 
dependent communities. The data collected at the time of this study represents baseline 
data for both resilience and tourism development. As Dominica moves from an 
agricultural economy into a service-based tourism economy the hope of the government 
and the people of Dominica is to establish a sustainable tourism industry. Based on the 
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CTRI scores one can begin to examine what is effective for community tourism-
resilience and what needs enhancement. Monitoring of this data over time should yield 
results pertaining to the effectiveness of this approach and the viability of tourism 























Avenues of Success and Critical Barriers for Resilient and Sustainable Community-Based 




The Commonwealth of Dominica, henceforth Dominica, is well recognized for its 
largely undisturbed ecological beauty and wealth of natural resources (Christian, 1996; 
Weaver, 1993). The island has dubbed itself the ‗Nature Island of the Caribbean‘ as a 
marketing tool for tourism but has had little success in drawing stay-over visitation 
(Weaver, 2003). Although stay-over tourist numbers have grown to as high as 75,000 
visitors per year (Weaver, 2003) non-Dominican tourists make up only around 25,000; 
the rest are Diaspora Dominicans visiting their home country (GCD, 2006). In recent 
years Dominica has only realized around 0.4% of the total Caribbean tourism market but 
this draw accounted for around 19% of GDP, indicative of the poor economy of the 
island (GCD, 2006). 
Cruise ship visitors make up the bulk of tourists to the island, numbering as many 
as 300,000-500,000 per annum, but only account for about 20% of total visitor 
expenditures. Recognizing this, the European Union has attempted to strengthen the 
Dominican tourism market with two large investments over the last 10 years. This 
assistance was made to improve the competitiveness of the tourism sector by building 
linkages between tourism and the agricultural and rural sectors, while focusing on 
tourism niche marketing and community tourism (GCD, 2011). A component of the EU 
investment strategy is to offer short excursions, such as from a cruise ship in port, to the 
communities involved in the tourism development activities. Yet, despite these influxes 
of financial capital and their proposed value to the island economies and community 
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quality of life, little is known about the conditions required to develop and improve the 
resilience and sustainability of community tourism in small island nations such as 
Dominica. 
The Dominican economy is the most challenging in the Eastern Caribbean States 
(US Dept of State, 2010) so the need for resilient and sustainable tourism in this country 
was the focus of this study. This research utilized a qualitative inquiry with key 
informants, in both the public and private sectors, who were the chief decision makers for 
tourism development on the island. Interviews with key informants focused specifically 
on their perspectives on the necessary mechanisms for sustainable tourism development 
coupled with explicit inquiries derived from resilience theory into how social, 
institutional, economic and ecological resiliencies may or may not be contributing to the 
transition from an agricultural based economy into a service-based tourism economy.  
Resilience and Sustainability 
A much cited example of sustainability (or sustainable development) follows the 
Bruntland Commission definition, which states ‗sustainable development is development 
that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs‘ (WCED, 1987, p. 43). The sustainability of tourism has been 
defined similarly as ‗tourism development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs‘ (Weaver, 2006, 
p. 10). In these definitions there is no indication of ‗how‘ to achieve sustainability. More 
recent definitions suggest that sustainable tourism is more nuanced and is reliant on an 
attractive and healthy physical environment, a human population that has the education 
and capacity to participate in the economy, an equitable social environment, and 
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consistent and distributed economic benefits (Powell, et. al, 2009). These interdependent 
factors are sometimes referred to as the  ―4 Es‖, environmental conservation, equity, 
education, and economic benefits (Powell & Ham, 2008). In these more specific 
definitions, each have pin-pointed key elements of social, institutional, economic, and 
ecological system interrelationships, a fundamental underpinning of resilience theory.  
One avenue to capturing the ‗how‘ to developing sustainably is to examine 
systems from a resilience perspective. From a resilience standpoint sustainability is the 
ability to create, test and maintain adaptive capability in the face of inevitable shocks and 
perturbations such as hurricanes, economic recessions, climate change, etc., while 
development is the process of creating, testing and maintaining opportunity (Resilience 
Alliance, 2007). Put another way, resilience is the ability of a system to take in shocks, to 
avoid crossing a threshold into an alternate and possibly irreversible new state, and to 
regenerate, learn or adapt after disturbance (Holling, 1973, 1996; Carpenter et al. 2001). 
Resilience at the community level involves a multitude of actors and various levels of 
decision-making and power sharing. Thus, when examining sustainable community-
based tourism from a resilience perspective, the focus of research should be the network 
of stakeholders in the problem domain (Westley, 2002). Therefore this study investigated 
stakeholders in community-based tourism occurring in six communities in Dominica to 
understand their perspectives on social, ecological, economic, and institutional resilience.  
Dominican Tourism Development 
In 2002, a program called the ‗Ecotourism Development Program‘ (ETDP) was 
financed by the EU to the tune of 6 million Euros (TII, 2008). The project lasted for three 
years and funded recreational amenities, facilities, building renovations, community-
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based project development, and human resources development (TII, 2008). A major 
component of the ETDP, as mandated by the EU, was community involvement in the 
ecotourism projects. In 2006 the European Union‘s Special Framework of Assistance 
(SFA) provided an additional 2.7 million Euros to continue the work that was started 
under the ETDP (Europa, 2010; GCD, 2011). This new program was called the Tourism 
Sector Development Program (TSDP). Under the TSDP there is a Community Tourism 
Development component. The aim of the TSDP was to improve the competiveness of the 
tourism sector in Dominica through a number of initiatives.  
One initiative was technical advisory services to provide capacity building to the 
two main governmental tourism institutions in Dominica, which are the Ministry of 
Tourism & Legal Affairs and the Discover Dominica Authority (DDA), the tourism 
marketing and promotion branch of the national government. The second initiative of the 
TSDP was a destination marketing component and provided funds to DDA for marketing 
Dominica internationally. The third, and a major focus of this research, was the rural 
tourism component, which invested in developing community-based tourism . At the time 
of this study there were six communities (Layou, etc. etc. fill in) in the TSDP. Under the 
Rural Tourism Development Component of the TSDP, each community had created an 
organization called a Tourism Development Committee (Table 4.2).  
 The Ministry of Tourism looked at three different interventions for the 
communities: 1) project infrastructure and development, such as the construction of 
visitor centers, which were used to receive visitors, to dispatch tours, and to promote the 
area and products offered; 2) human resource capacity building and business planning 
with training in marketing, customer service, project writing, entrepreneurship, business 
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skills, and accounting; and 3) domestic and international marketing via a Community 
Tourism Portal website (www.communitytourism.dm). Community tour packages were 
developed by government consultants following site visits and are showcased both on the 
Community Tourism Portal and through brochures designed and printed with funds from 
the TSDP. 
Study Site 
Dominica is an island in the Eastern Caribbean between the French islands of 
Guadeloupe to the North and Martinique to the South in an archipelago known as the 
Lesser Antilles (Figure 4.1). While the official language is English many Dominicans 
also speak French Patois, known locally as ―Kweyol‖. The country of about 70,000 
inhabitants gained its independence from UK in 1978. Dominica also retains a small 
population of Carib people, who occupy the world‘s only autonomous community called 
the Carib Territory in the north-east of island (Honychurch, 1984). Dominica is about 751 
square kilometers, is crossed by 365 rivers, and 75% of the land is intact tropical forest, 
with over 10,000mm of rain per year (Weaver, 2003). The landscape is extremely rugged, 
highly mountainous, and very volcanic. This rough topography prevents Dominica from 
marketing the traditional ‗3S‘—sand, sea, sun tourism of other popular Caribbean 
destination. However, the naturalness of the island makes it advantageous for ecotourism 
and other non-mainstream types of niche tourism. The communities each had their own 










Tourism Development Committees of the Tourism Sector Development Programme 
(CTD, 2011) 
Community Tourism Development 
Committee (TDC) 




Portsmouth Portsmouth Community 
Tourism Association 
2006 River tours   
 
Mero Mero Enhancement Committee 2006 Beach & 
waterfall tours 
Layou Layou Improvement Committee 2007 River & lake 
tours 
Giraudel Giraudel-Eggleston Flower 
Growers Group, Inc. 
2006 Creole cooking 
& garden tours 
Bellevue Chopin Bellevue Chopin Organic 
Farmers Group 
2004 Organic farm 
tours 
Wotten Waven Wotten Waven Development 
Committee, Inc. 
2008 Natural spa & 
hot pool tours 
 
 
Figure 4.1. Geographic location of the Commonwealth of Dominica 
Methods 
In order to investigate the resilience of community level sustainable tourism 
development in Dominica, semi structured interviews with decision makers in the public 
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and private sectors were undertaken from late March to early July 2010. The questions 
were specifically designed by the researchers to try and capture not only perspectives 
pertaining to sustainable community tourism development but the perceptions of 
underlying variables related to resilience theory across the domains of social, 
institutional, economic, and ecological resilience (Table 4.2).   
Table 4.2 
 
Semi-structured interview questions 
Public and private sector perspectives 
1. What do you feel a community should have in place to help with sustainable tourism 
development? 
2. If something, positive or negative, happened in the community how quickly do you 
think people in the community would know about it/react to it? Or would they? Why 
or why not? 
3. What would make your/the community/communities produce steady economic 
benefits and allow for flexibility in a potentially changing tourism market? 
4. Do you believe your/the community/communities have communication/dialogue, 
sharing, and learning about the tourism industry? 
5. Who are the decision makers for community tourism development? Are there 
partnerships, lines of communication, and policies in place for community tourism 
development? 
6. Do you think organizations that are making decisions encourage openness and 
learning? Are these organizations able to change the way they make decisions easily?  
7. What would make your/the community/communities to able maintain their 
naturalness yet still able to develop tourism? 
 
Participants in this study were selected from eight public and private institutions 
involved with tourism development in Dominica. In total there were 25 interviewees that 
came from the Dominican Ministry of Tourism and Legal Affairs, the Dominica Hotel & 
Tourism Association and from the 6 individual community‘s tourism development 








Description of sampled organizations 
Organization Mission of organization 
Ministry of Tourism 
& Legal Affairs 
To provide an enabling environment to facilitate the 
development and expansion of economic activities in tourism, 
industry and enterprise development; in a manner consistent with 
sustainable development goals, so as to contribute to national 
economic growth; to create social and cultural opportunities and 
career paths for the young people; to protect the national 
resources and scenic features of the country; and to nurture 
community involvement in tourism (GCD, 2010). 
Dominica Hotel & 
Tourism Association 
(DHTA) 
The DHTA's mission is to promote tourism and related services 
as a critical sector in Dominica's economic development and to 
work closely with all stakeholders to create and sustain an 
enabling environment that will support Members' efforts to 
improve the standards of their products and the quality of their 




To establish and maintain links between tourism and the 
agricultural and rural sectors and increase Dominica‘s presence 
in the market place through increased marketing and promotions 
(CTD, 2011).  
 
Key informants who participated consisted of two respondents from the Ministry 
of Tourism & Legal Affairs, three members of the DHTA, and 20 members from the six 
TDCs (Table 4.4). Each individual organization was contacted directly via both email and 
telephone call and following an introduction to the scope of this research was invited to 
participate in an interview. Interviews with members of the TDCs included from one to 
seven members depending on how many attended the meeting.  
The interviews were face-to-face, and occurred in the interviewees‘ office, place 
of business, or home to foster a naturalistic setting in which the respondent would feel 
comfortable (Babbie 2008). All interviews were recorded with a digital voice recorder 
following permission from the interviewee(s). The interviews were later digitized and 
then transcribed. The transcriptions were then imported into the NVivo 8.0 software 
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program to facilitate reading and interpretation of data. Data were analyzed through a 
process that first used content analysis to identify topics and subtopics. These were then 
used as a framework for more in-depth analysis. 
When building the themes and sub-themes for this research, reliability and 
validity of the qualitative analysis was ensured in order to overcome any potential bias 
and reactivity (Maxwell, 2005). Validity was ensured by comparison (Richards & Morse, 
2007; Maxwell, 2005). Explicit comparisons were be made to evaluate ―what‘s‖ and 
―how‘s‖ (Holstein & Grubrium, 2005; Stake, 2005), which help with understanding 
causality (Maxwell, 2005). Reliability was ensured by appropriate rigor in the review of 
literature, the development of the survey instrument and the coding process (Richards & 
Morse, 2007). As the researchers investigated the interview content the researchers 
narrowed and broadened the amount of detail and discourse, even though each interview 
followed the same interview script. This was an iterative process that established 
reliability in the findings.  
Table 4.4 
 
Interviewees by organization 
Organization N % of sample 
Ministry of Tourism & Legal Affairs 2 8 
Dominica Hotel & Tourism Association 3 12 
Layou Improvement Committee 1 4 
Portsmouth Community Tourism Association 1 4 
Wotten Waven Development Committee, Inc. 2 8 
Mero Enhancement Committee 4 16 
Bellevue Chopin Organic Farmers Group 5 20 
Giraudel-Eggleston Flower Growers Group, Inc.  7 28 






 During the interviews with key informants some specific perspectives on tourism 
development, resilience and sustainability were expressed. Based on the analysis six main 
themes emerged: 1) sustainable tourism development, 2) reactivity of community to 
internal and external pressures, 3) social capacities, 4) institutional (governance) design, 
5) economic stability, and 6) ecological security. Each of the six themes was supported 
by a number of emergent sub-themes (Table 4.5) that will be expanded upon.  
Results are reported here using a variety of direct quotes from the respondents. 
The quotes used here do not systematically follow one key informant‘s comments to the 
next key informant‘s remarks. Instead, the quotes are arranged in a manner that illustrates 
the agreement or the divergent opinions of the key informants. Also, not each sub-theme 
will be discussed due to limitations on space in this document. The top sub-themes in 
terms of frequency of mention across all interviewees will compose the bulk of the 























Summary of themes and sub-themes 
Themes Sub-themes Definition 
Tourism 
development 
1. Financial assistance Local level access to outside funding 
 2. Tourism extension 
 
A national governmental agency for 
local information delivery 
 3. Community awareness Educational programs for locals on 
the benefits of tourism 
 4. Training Ongoing education in the mechanics 
of tourism 
 5. Infrastructure Local tourism related improvements  
 6. Standards Set guidelines for tourism quality 
 7. Local involvement Participation from community 
members 
 8. Image branding Marketing authentic Dominica 





Responsiveness among community 
members to disturbances/crises 
Social capacities 1. Knowledge sharing An exchange of known information 
 2. Learning Accumulation of knowledge 
 3. Equity Equal opportunity in shared resources 
Institutional 
design 
1. Decision makers Recognition of specific entities in 
charge of local tourism development 
 2. Vertical fragmentation Poor or disorganized connections 
among scales of government 
 3. Meetings among 
stakeholders 
Formalized gatherings of public and 
private sector parties 
 4. Self-organization Local organizing behavior supported 
by legislation, funding, and learning 
Economic 
stability 
1. Diversity Variety and range of economic 
opportunities 
 2. Indirect benefits Non-monetary economy 
 3. Adaptability Learning and adaptive capacities 
 4. Government support Central Government assistance 
Ecological 
security 
1. Naturalness A minimum of human influences on 
the landscape 
 2. Infrastructure 
development 
Human influence on the landscape 
through built environments 
 3. Education Local education programs on the 
importance of environmental 
stewardship 
 4. Foreign competition Minimization of foreign development 
 5. Carrying capacity Limits to visitation numbers 
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Theme One—Sustainable tourism development 
The first question posed to during the interview asked specifically what the 
community(ies) needed to have in place to support sustainable community tourism 
development. Start-up and maintenance costs were recognized as important particularly 
to support the development of small-scale infrastructure to meet the national tourism 
standards such as comfortable, safe walking paths and conditions that were conducive to 
handicapped accessibility. Overall, the impression was that these costs were generally 
low but still prohibitive because of the low incomes of the community members. 
Examples of responses pertaining to financing include:  
Finances 
 Yes, we are desperately in need of financial assistance as of yesterday. 
We need just a few dollars to make gardens like hers, and hers, and hers 
accessible. For a few paths, a few steps, a couple of hundred dollars for a garden!  
 
First of all, you need at least two to three years before you can actually see profit 
or start to break even and that kind of thing. So you continually need support for 
at least the first two to three years. So that is what is important for the 
sustainability of tourism in the communities.  
 
 Dominicans have a tradition of information exchange from the national to the 
local level, and vice versa, through government extension offices. The need for a tourism 
extension office that would come to the communities directly to provide assistance was 
expressed. Related to that was a desire for more public outreach about the importance of 
tourism via radio and television. There seemed to be a breakdown between the aim of the 
Ministry of Tourism and Discover Dominica Authority‘s campaign for public 
understanding of tourism and its local benefits. The TDC‘s indicated that the level of 
education needed to fully comprehend the messages of the DDA radio and television 
broadcasts was above the cognitive abilities of most local Dominicans. Examples of 
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responses pertaining to tourism extension and communication with the public include: 
From Tourism Development Committee members: 
Our culture grew up with an extension service and an extension officer. He’s the 
main person who’s supposed to bring information to the farmer and gather 
information on needs. There is no such mechanism in tourism. No tourism 
extension. 
 
They actually have to come out to the villages and actually talk to people and say 
look, these are the key points and this is the difference we think it will make to you 
and this is what we think you need to do to fit in with it and what do you think 
about that. Is that realistic, can it be done? And, actually engage people. Most 
society in Dominica is still very much dependent on face-to-face engagement.   
 
From a Ministry of Tourism official: 
Not necessarily financing. Just the ability to be able to call somebody and say, ‘I 
have a problem. What can I do’, you know. So, they should be able to call the 
Ministry of Tourism or DDA and they should have commitment to continuously 
help them in that area. 
 
Public outreach via radio and television 
Even when the radio programs are on tourism, I listen to a lot, I don’t know who 
else listens but they’re not listener friendly in terms of usable information. If 
you’re a gardener and you’re listening to the radio programs on tourism you 
can’t figure out is this for me. 
 
But DDA’s public awareness program, they are doing that. Having meetings and 
public awareness campaigns telling people on the radio and television the 
benefits of tourism and so on. The community groups could do more but because 
they are very young in the business, I guess with time that will come. But as of 
right now DDA is picking up the slack in regards to that and going to the 
communities and telling them about tourism and that.  
 
Theme Two—Reactivity of community 
 The second theme related to how quickly positive or negative information 
travelled through a community. This was a specific query designed to elucidate the 
strength of feedbacks among individuals and communities. Feedbacks are of vital 
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importance as resilience is specifically predicated upon the ability to react and adapt to 
surprise and change in a system. There was 100% agreement among all respondents that 
information travels with great speed and is always reacted to in a very timely manner. 
Examples of comments about reactivity were: 
Reactivity/feedbacks 
We have a small population. We have cells, even before cells we are walking and 
pass the news, now with cells you call and say ‘did you see what happened’. In a 
flash, it goes around. Boom. 
 
We can have an overflow of the river, which can just happen sudden, ok. The 
community would be alert of that very quickly in that we have certain fishermen 
who anytime you see those kind of activities, the tradition is to blow the conch 
shell. So whenever you hear that sound you know something is imminent.  
 
I think very quickly. Very, very quickly. I think most of Dominica is like that. For 
instance, yesterday there was a landslide and a house went under the landslide 
and three people were buried. And people came from [names three villages] to 
help and as for search and rescue that’s not a problem. They responding as fast 
as they can get there.  
 
Theme Three—Social capacities 
 The third theme is that of social capacities. These included variables such as 
knowledge sharing and learning. Within communities these types of actions are bridge 
building mechanisms among individuals and groups that strengthen trust and norms of 
reciprocity. Unfortunately in Dominica there was some consensus among interviewees 
that when someone learned something of importance the often kept that information for 
themselves as an instrument of advantage over others. Without trust as a community level 
component of social resilience there is an erosion of membership feelings within a 
community because of the loss of interpersonal relationships. Community tourism 
development in Dominica will rely upon community members assisting each other learn 
about their tourism products and the benefits to be gained. The train the trainers style of 
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disseminating tourism related information must include education about knowledge 
sharing. Further, protocols and monitoring should be included to make sure that this 
information flow is intact.  The following thoughts were expressed: 
Knowledge sharing 
From a member of the Dominica Hotel & Tourism Association: 
People are not generally generous with what they know. They don’t want anybody 
to get ahead of them. They want whatever they do know, they want to hold it 
because it puts them up.  
 
From a Ministry of Tourism official: 
 
Because persons don’t go around and tell others and whatnot. Let’s imagine that 
we were to have a training for them and tell them what the necessary 
requirements, what would enable them to have a better customer relationship and 
persons would keep it for themself, you know, as a market strategy that only they 
should know and they don’t go about telling others.  
 
From a Tourism Development Committee Member: 
There’s a lot of information available on tourism. There are books and reports 
that could fill this little building. But that’s all they are, just books and reports. 
The dissemination of information is very informal and accidental. 
 
Theme Four—Institutional design 
The fourth theme focused on governance at both the local and national level. 
Dominica has a highly centralized government that may make it difficult for the TDCs to 
make adjustments in the face of fluctuating tourism environments. Because of the top-
down decision making process of parliamentary government lines of communication are 
slow and reactivity becomes mired in red-tape. Contrary to the current Dominican 
political and institutional design there needs to be more joint decision making between 
local and national entitities, i.e. the public and private sectors or the Ministry of Tourism 
and the TDCs. This type of governance structure allows for adaptation in the face of 
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change and community capacity building because locals have power over their resources. 
Responses included: 
Decision makers for community tourism development 
 It’s politics. It’s the politicians. It’s the government more than the community. 
It’s basically the government. They’ll come up with the ideas and they’ll come see 
us. Sometimes we have to force them to come see us. 
 
Mostly it is the Ministry of Tourism. We are right now leading the process. As I 
say the committees are at a point where they are just entering. You will always 
find government, we always play a leading role. 
 
Related to that lack of local control and power sharing in decision making was a 
frustration among many members of the TDCs about the location of meetings to discuss 
tourism development. Meetings regarding community tourism development always 
occurred in Roseau, the capitol of Dominica and the seat of the central government. The 
TDCs had strong dissatisfaction with having to go to Roseau for meetings, particularly 
because they were typically low-income wage earners and were participating in tourism 
development on a volunteer basis. Locals believed that since government employees were 
earning a wage and that their jobs were specifically focused on Dominican tourism 
development that the government tourism officials should take it upon themselves to 
engage the communities locally at times convenient for TDC members. Some thoughts 
relayed were: 
Meetings 
Don’t invite us, come here because of the nature of our work. We are farmers. Ok, 
you invite me to a meeting tomorrow. I say, ok, yes I come. But when I go home 
there is a message waiting for me saying ‘I would like a wreath or two wreaths’ 
or something. Am I going to leave my daily bread to go tomorrow to go to a 
meeting? So, that’s our problem. 
 
They have all the meetings in Roseau. And you have somebody here who doesn’t 
have the money but he will have to pay about 15 or 20 dollars to go to Roseau 
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and back. Now, what’s the point of going? I haven’t got the money anyway. 
 
I’ve tried to get some of the meetings decentralized. They say yes and then after 
one meeting they are back to square one.   
 
Theme Five—Economic stability 
 The fifth theme elucidated a widespread understanding of the importance of 
economic diversity. There was a strong sentiment of ―don‘t put your eggs in one basket‖ 
about the continuous viability of the community tourism industry.  Indeed many of the 
interviewees made clear that their dependence upon tourism would be second to the more 
traditional ties to agrarian lifestyles. Both public and private sector key informants were 
well aware of the necessity of having a range of opportunities to access available revenue 
streams and that locally controlled development, with the assistance of the central 
government, would assist in retention of income from external operators. Interviewees 
had some of the following perspectives: 
Diversity 
I’m concerned about the problems we may have down the road if we diversify 
from agriculture into tourism. I firmly believe the two can work as partners 
together. There are so many little things, you can look around, that we have. You 
see, God gave Dominica everything that we need it’s just a matter of finding a 
means and ways to use it. It’s a matter of developing what we have, our farms, a 
small spring around our homes to make it attractive. I have a strong concern 
about moving away from agriculture, which that is what’s happening here, into 
tourism. It is only one line, one way and you are stuck. 
 
Fishing has been a major part of economic development for this community and I 
think some more investment be done in the fishing industry.  
 
Another thing we want to do is incorporate, not to depend at all on tourism per se 
but to have other industries. So, hence agro-tourism, marrying tourism and 
agriculture.  
 
It’s not just because this vendor is selling straw hats and she sells 10 straw hats 
and all the vendors hear that, they shouldn’t go and buy straw hats. Because the 
clientele that came today came for straw hats. The next clientele you gonna get 
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for the next month they may never get interested in straw hats. 
 
Theme Six—Ecological security 
The last theme related directly to maintenance of naturalness and the innate 
Dominican tendency towards the stewardship of their natural resources. Subsistence 
living for generations had engendered an abiding respect for the environment among 
most of the people on the island. They understood deeply, which has great implications 
for tourism, the need for controlled infrastructure development and limits to growth. 
Examples of expressions about naturalness and infrastructure development included: 
Naturalness 
The key is working with the environment, that’s one thing about us. Working with 
your environment, not destroying it, conserving it so it is sustainable you know, 
for the future and for who’s coming after us.  
 
We want to use our natural resources in a sustainable way. For example, we have 
the beach, we would not want person to come to the beach and remove sand.  
 
We promote Dominica as the nature island so most of the communities 
understand that. The need to keep to keep the environment clean they understand 
not to pollute and not to cut down the trees and so on. So most of our development 
is integral to that you see. 
 
Infrastructure development 
So, what we are trying to do is encourage locals to develop something at a 
standard, a guest house, a restaurant, the spas…let’s do it but let’s do it at a 
standard that can continue bring persons, maintain tourism, but keeping our 
natural resources.  
 
Let’s take for example we have certain trails that go to certain waterfalls or 
certain parks, we tend to want to enhance it. I know some areas that have a, you 
know, a concrete wall to enhance it but at the end of the day I think we can use 
other natural materials to enhance what it is that we have.  
 
Because of the type of tourism that we are trying to do. It is not something that we 
want to do like clear more land, put up more houses, it’s what we have and what 
we have on a daily basis. No more big apartment building or big hotels, it’s what 





 The themes and sub-themes resulting from the analyses of interviews with 
officials from public and private sector institutions created a pathway for thought on 
development mechanisms necessary to promote resilient and sustainable community 
tourism in Dominica. In order to have tourism development that ‗meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs‘ a 
number of variables must be considered. The data here have created baseline information 
across the studied communities in Dominica that provides guidance from both a 
collective and individual community standpoint in developing mechanisms to enhance 
both the tourism commodities and the resilience of these tourism dependent populations. 
 First, from a pure tourism standpoint there was a strong interest in financial and 
human capacity building mechanisms at the community level. Both the TDCs and the 
Ministry of Tourism recognized that some influx of money must be available, particularly 
in the beginning of the community projects, to help bolster the initiatives and promote 
local support. The Ministry is reliant upon infrastructure development and some training 
of community members to help enliven the rural component of the TSDP at the local 
level. While some influx of finances may be beneficial it may also be that the reluctance 
or inability of the central government to pass on financial grants to the communities may 
be beneficial in the long term. This may force the communities to be self-reliant and 
bypass some of the pitfalls of grant dependency. Other responses by interviewees related 
to tourism extension, awareness, and public outreach. There seems to be a disconnect 
between the central government and the communities about the benefits of tourism and 
how the locals should engage with the tourism industry.  
89 
 
 Second, the communities themselves should not only have the capacity to become 
part of the tourism market offered in Dominica but should be able to absorb changes that 
are often seen within this highly volatile industry. This is a foundation for resilience 
thinking (Walker & Salt, 2006). A definition for community resilience is the community’s 
ability to respond and adapt to change in the most positive, constructive ways possible 
for mitigating the impacts of change on the community (Harris et al. 2000, p. 7). General 
resilience relates to a general capacity of a system to adapt and recover after disturbance 
and is highly dependent on feedback mechanisms. (Walker & Salt, 2006). The results of 
this study yielded two different examples of feedbacks in Dominica, one positive and one 
negative. First, the speed at which information was communicated among individuals and 
groups in the communities was advantageous to resilience. The respondents indicated 
that, both positive and negative information and responses to disasters were engaged and 
moved upon quickly in Dominica. This is particularly important in the face of natural 
disaster (Gunderson, 2009; Twigg, 2009). However, in the case of Dominica‘ highly 
centralized government (GCD, 2010) the feedbacks become weak because of the length 
of time it takes for local information to reach national levels and vice versa (Walker & 
Salt, 2006). This leads to vertical fragmentation, disjointed or disconnected 
communication among scales of leadership (Adger, et al., 2005; Powell et al., 2009) 
which erodes resilience.  
 Other troubling themes and sub-themes related to the loss of resilience at the 
community level related to social capacities and institutional design. The fact that there 
was a widespread cultural reluctance to share knowledge was worrying. Social resilience 
stems from trust (Adger, 2003), learning (Olsson, 2003), and equity (Marshall, 2007) all 
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of which are enhanced by the exchange of knowledge among members of the community. 
Much of the community tourism development in Dominica, because of the previously 
mentioned fractionated communication avenues among public and private tourism 
stakeholders, must be built upon community members assisting each other during the 
development and maintenance of their tourism products. Reflecting back to the training 
that was offered to the members of the TDCs it is imperative that the leadership of the 
TDCs are mindful of the dissemination of all tourism and development information 
through their communities and networks of communities.   
 Yet, even if this strengthening of social resilience were to take place the 
communities still have an uphill battle to enhance local institutional resilience and 
decision making. The central government in Dominica employs top-down decision 
making tactics. The locals need to be able to engage in self-organization strategies and 
collaborative learning (Carpenter et al. 2001). The long feedback loops between local and 
national decision makers strain community resilience in that the TDCs do not have any 
joint power with the national government or community control of local resources, both 
vital to enhancing resilience (Berkes, 2009; Garrod, 2003).  
 On the other hand, the perspectives of the interviewees to economic and 
ecological security were promising. There was widespread belief in the maintenance of 
economic diversity, particularly with the continued use of natural resources for not only 
tourism but for traditional means of subsistence living and market commodity 
development both through agriculture and fishing. There was also a 100% belief among 
all interviewees in the environmental stewardship of the land and water around them. 
They all felt that a diligent control over growth and human activities in general and 
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directly attributable to tourism development was important. These are hallmarks for 
ecological resilience thinking as they promote awareness of non-destructive and minimal 
anthropogenic impacts on the landscape (Christensen et al., 1996; Folke, 2006; 
Gunderson, 2000). 
 In Dominica the community tourism development strategy is a young one. The 
perspectives captured in this research should help to shape how the industry is shaped 
moving forward. This baseline data has allowed for some general discourse and for some 
comment on the pros and cons of current resilience dynamics, which will affect 
sustainability. There is a need to strengthen the social, economic, and natural capitals 
which exist within these tourism systems. The interconnectedness of social dynamics 
including social networks, community economics goods and local institutional capacities 
to manage the tourism systems is a key to resilience theory and how it influences 
community tourism development. One result of this study illustrated a strong disconnect 
between central government authority and local organization. This erodes resilience 
because of the long feedbacks and reduced reactivity to change but an institutional 
transformation could alleviate this issue.  
 The findings from this study represent a step forward in the analyses of rural 
community tourism development via resilience theory. However, the data are highly case 
specific to Dominica. The data here were presented as a connection between resilience 
thinking and perceptions of public and private community tourism decision making 
stakeholders.  Moving forward, research should continue to monitor and evaluate not 
only the financial and human dimensions of community tourism in Dominica but also the 
ecological ones. The four domains of resilience, social, institutional, economic, and 
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ecological should be scrutinized to better understand how the intersection of resilience 

























Synthesis and Conclusion 
Discussion 
 This study entailed a methodological contribution and theory testing for the 
examination of the nexus of resilience theory, sustainability science, and rural community 
tourism development. Throughout this dissertation broad community descriptions 
examined the interrelationships between resilience and tourism commodity development. 
The data collected at the time of this study represents baseline data for both resilience and 
tourism development. As Dominica moves from an agricultural economy into a service-
based tourism economy the hope of the government and the people of Dominica is to 
establish a sustainable tourism industry.  
 The results of the study had mixed results on perceptions, perspectives, and 
synthesized data on community tourism development and resilience dynamics. Resident 
perceptions‘ of social resilience were in mild to moderate agreement to that construct. 
However, during the interviews with key informants there was an indication of a cultural 
reluctance to share knowledge. This has implications for both community cohesiveness 
and tourism development. Much of the tourism training is conducted with a ―train the 
trainers‖ style, whereby a few people are educated who then are expected to pass this 
knowledge on to their community. If they are doing that then the communities will have 
trouble moving forward, which is an issue in social equity (Marshall, 2007). The 
historical nature of community membership and kinship has created a long history of 
positive social networks both within and among Dominican communities (Thurlow, 
2002). This is manifested in the ‗helping hand‘ or ‗koud men‘ mentality of local peoples 
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towards each other. Altruistic behaviors beget social cohesion (Putnam, 2000) and trust 
(Adger, 2003). In the case of these Dominican communities the formation of a diverse 
and sustainable system of tourism product development is reliant upon these types of 
factors.  
Building social capacity through social networks that create trust helps to buffer systems 
in times of rapid change (Olsson et al., 2004).  
 Also highly important in the face of perturbation is a decentralized decision 
making process or in the absence of that quick, reactive interactions between scales of 
government. While the data gathered during the qualitative interviews indicated that 
within communities information moved very quickly there was also indication that cross-
scale communication was compromised by a tightly placed central government. There 
was also a 100% belief among all interviewees in the environmental stewardship of the 
land and water around them. They all felt that a diligent control over growth and human 
activities in general and directly attributable to tourism development was important. 
These are hallmarks for ecological resilience thinking as they promote awareness of non-
destructive and minimal anthropogenic impacts on the landscape (Christensen et al., 
1996; Folke, 2006; Gunderson, 2000). 
 The fundamental necessities for sustainable tourism development in Dominica are 
based upon resilience theory dynamics with particular emphasis on adaptability and 
innovation in the face of shocks.  This is widely recognized as adaptive capacity wherein 
the actors within the system develop and enhance their abilities to both shape change and 
adapt to change (Berkes & Folke, 1998). Through adaptive management actors may 
shape change through systematic small-scale testing of policies and practices to enhance 
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learning through monitoring about how those components react to perturbation Holling, 
1978). The monitoring enables reactivity, speed of action and novel creativity to enhance 
elasticity in the system and among the system pieces.  This process is bolstered by 
adaptive governance, which constitutes institutional frameworks grounded in the firm 
belief in the inevitability change, which not only allow but encourage adaptive 
management techniques (Carpenter & Folke, 2006; Dietz et al., 2003; Folke et al., 2005). 
 These practices are necessary to strengthen the social, economic, and natural 
capitals which exist within these tourism systems. The interconnectedness, both 
temporally and scalar, of all the economic goods and transactions, the societal 
interrelationships and networks, and the accumulated natural resources that all capitals 
depend upon leads to the complexity of these systems. But complexity does not equal 
complicated. In fact, both human and natural systems derive their complexities from 
small sets of processes within them (Holling, 2001; Levin, 1999). Understanding how to 
work with these processes is a key to resilience theory and includes understanding how 
multiple scales in a system work with each other (Holling et al., 2002). For example, in 
Dominica data suggested a disconnect between central government authority and local 
organization. This will lead to a loss of resilience because of the long feedbacks and 
reduced reactivity to change (Bennett et al., 2005). An institutional framework 
transformation could alleviate this loss of resilience (Walker et al., 2004).  
 In Dominica the goal of rural community tourism development is to enhance the 
islands tourism commodity. Sustainable development to create flourishing social, 
economic and ecological systems that are fluid in the face of shocks and perturbations is 
needed. Data gathered in this study indicates precariousness, which is a resilience term 
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for how close a current state of a system is to crossing a threshold (Walker et al. 2004). 
This should be a concern as the island has very few options in terms of industry 
development with tourism being its main economic opportunity at the time of this study. 
Sustainability through resilience dynamics is now more important than ever. 
Limitations 
 The findings from this study represent a step forward in the analyses of rural 
community tourism development via resilience thinking. However, the data are highly 
case specific to Dominica. Further, the communities were very small, most were 
clustered in the same general geographic area and the sample was especially homogenous 
in nature. The people of Dominica frequently indicated that ―everyone knows everyone‖. 
This led to a small degree of variance across all three research activities.  
Future research 
Research moving forward should investigate multiple scales of resilience in 
Dominica and the connections with sustainable tourism development. Temporal or 
longitudinal studies should be conducted over time to look at the evolution of 
communities that received tourism development investments and how the levels of 
resilience and sustainability may have changed. Also, it would be interesting to test all 
the scale and the index in other geographical and cultural settings where tourism is being 












Good day. My name is Patrick Holladay and I am a researcher from Clemson University, USA. I am 
conducting a survey related to tourism development in your community. Your responses will be 
confidential and your name will not be associated with your answers. All results from this study will be 
reported in broad statistical terms.   Please react to the following statements according to this scale: 1 = 
Strongly Disagree; 2= Moderately Disagree; 3 = Mildly Disagree; 4 = Agree and Disagree Equally; 5 = 
Mildly Agree; 6 = Moderately Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree. I really appreciate your willingness to participate 
in this study. 
 
First, I would like to respond to you a series of statements related to yourself and other community 
members. 
Do you think: 
1. I feel like I can ask others in my community for help when I need it  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
2. I learn about new things by talking with members of my community  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
3. I learn about new things by watching others in community do them     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
4. Everyone in my community has equal access to resources   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
5. Everyone in my community has an equal chance to succeed   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
6. I feel like I am a member of my community    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
7. Most people in this community can be trusted    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
8. People in my community share ideas     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
9. People in my community support each other    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
10. I know most of the people in my community    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
Now I would like to respond to a series of statements about your local leaders and how community 
members can help make decisions for this community. 
Do you think: 
11. Local leaders learn from their mistakes     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
12. Local leaders work well together     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
13. Local leaders are able to make changes in policies   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
14. Local leaders can adjust quickly to changing problems   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
15. Locals work together to make decisions for your community  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
16. Locals have control over how the community uses its resources  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
17. Locals can share in decision making with regional and national decision  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
18. Locals do not have to wait on national leaders to make community decisions 1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
19. The community leaders have as much power here as national leaders 1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
20. The national government makes the decisions for our community  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
Great. Now the next series of statements are about jobs and ways to make money in this community. 
Do you think: 
21. There are a lot of different ways to make money in this community  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
22. There are many employment opportunities here    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
23. There are a lot of different kinds of businesses in my community  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
24. It is easy to start a new business here     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
25. You mainly buy your products (like food) from locals in your community 1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
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26. Businesses buy their products from locals    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
27. People visit your community to buy your products   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
28. The majority of the businesses in the community are locally owned  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
29. There are more jobs in your community then there used to be  1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
Now I would like you to respond to a series of statements about the land in and around your community 
and things that have been built here. 
Do you think: 
30. It seems as natural in my community as it always has been   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
31. There are fewer trees here than there used to be    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
32. There is less wildlife here than there used to be    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
33. There are more roads in my community now    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
34. There are more buildings in my community now    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
35. There are more homes in my community now    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
36. There are more businesses here than there used to be   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
This next series of statements are about general support for tourism. Do you think: 
37. Tourism is good for my household     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
38. Tourism is good for my community      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
39. I benefit directly from tourism      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
40. Tourism may have a negative impact on my culture   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
41. Tourism can help me share my culture with visitors   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
42. If there were more tourists in the future, I may lose my traditional way of life 1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
Demographics: 
43. What is your gender?   Male     Female 
44. How many people live with you in this house?________ 
45. Were you born in this community?   Yes /No. If no, where were you born? 
46. How many years have you lived in this community?_____ 
47. How do you primarily make a living now?_____ 
48. Are you employed by the tourism industry?   Yes/No. If yes, what specifically do you do? 
49. Do you make any money from tourism?  Yes/No.  If yes, how? 
50. Do you work in another community? Yes/No. If yes, where? _____ 
51. Are you a member of a local tourism organization?   Yes/No. What is it called? 
52. What is your age? ________________ 
53. How many years did you attend school?________ 
54. Ethnicity: What do you consider your ethnic or cultural background?
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Appendix 2—Interview Script for Key Informants Research 
Hello, my name is Patrick Holladay and I am a graduate student at Clemson University, 
USA. I am visiting people in your community this week to ask questions about your 
perceptions of tourism development.  
 
The purpose of this research is to investigate community tourism development and the 
benefits to [your/the] community(ies). The results of this study will provide useful 
information to your community and your country to improve the management of tourism 
and enhance the benefits communities receive from tourism development. Even though 
participation in this study is voluntary, I hope that you will agree to take part. 
 
Introduction 
1. To begin, may I ask you for your name and the organization that you work with? 
2. How long have you been with this organization? 
 
General resilience 
3. What do you feel a community should have in place to help with sustainable 
tourism development? 
4. If something, positive or negative, happened in the community how quickly do 
you think people in the community would know about it/react to it? Or would 
they? Why or why not? 
 
Economics 
5. What would make your/the community/communities produce steady economic 
benefits and allow for flexibility in a potentially changing tourism market? 
 
Social 
6. Do you believe your/the community/communities have communication/dialogue, 
sharing, and learning about the tourism industry? 
 
Governance 
7. Who are the decision makers for community tourism development? Are there 
partnerships, lines of communication, and policies in place for community 
tourism development? 
8. Do you think organizations that are making decisions encourage openness and 




9. What would make your/the community/communities to able maintain their 
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